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PEE  FACE. 


The  fact  that  twenty  years  haye  elapsed  since  the  publi- 
cation of  Mr.  Westlake's  work  on  Priyate  International 
Law,  and  that  no  other  English  writer  has  since  treated 
exclusively  of  the  sabject,  may  perhaps  jnstify  this  attempt 
to  supplement  the  deficiencies  which  lapse  of  time  has 
created  in  that  treatise.  It  is  true  that  a  portion  of  Sir 
R.  Phillimore's  yolnminons  Commentaries  on  Interna- 
tional Law  is  devoted  to  this  branch  of  jurispradence, 
and  that  the  sncoessive  editors  of  Story's  *  Conflict  of 
Laws'  have  incorporated  into  the  text  references  to  the 
more  prominent  of  the  modem  English  decisions;  but 
neither  of  these  works  appears  entirely  adequate  to  the 
requirements  of  the  practical  English  lawyer ;  and  the 
author  believes  that  a  less  ambitious  summary  of  the 
English  law  on  the  subject  may  supply  a  sensible  want. 

The  present  work  does  not  purport  to  be  a  treatise  on 
Private  International  Law  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 
phrase.  Private  International  Law  is  to  be  collected  from 
the  judicial  decisions  of  many  nations,  and  from  the 
writings  of  many  jurists.  It  would  be  a  superfluous,  if 
not  a  presumptuous  task,  to  undertake  the  reproduction 
and  analysis  of  the  materials  which  Story  and  Westlake, 
as  well  as  others,  have  already  handled.  So  far  as  those 
writers  have  expounded  the  theory  and  science  of  this 
branch  of  jurisprudence,  their  works  must  remain  the 
classics  of  the  subject^  with  which  no  subsequent  writer 
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is  likely  to  compete  snccessfully.  The  author  has  ac- 
cordingly abstained  from  re-arranging  those  citations 
from  the  jurists  which  formed  the  foundation  of  the 
science,  but  which  have  since  become  trite  under  the 
hands  of  its  professors.  The  English  decisions,  on  the 
other  handy  which  have  been  built  upon  that  foundation 
still  remain  a  more  or  less  chaotic  mass.  Since  the  pub- 
lication of  Westlake's  treatise  the  importance  of  the 
subject,  to  the  English  lawyer,  has  been  extraordinarily 
developed,  and  it  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  on  almost 
every  branch  of  it  the  law  has  undergone  alteration. 
The  index  of  cases  prefixed  to  the  present  treatise,  as 
compared  with  that  of  the  earlier  work,  will  give  some 
idea  of  the  need  which  exists  for  a  reconsideration  of  the 
subject. 

The  object  of  the  author,  then,  has  been  to  attempt  to 
reduce  into  order  the  mass  of  materials  which  has  accu- 
mulated ;  and  to  construct  the  framework  of  private  inter- 
national law,  not  from  the  dicta  of  jurists,  but  from  the 
judicial  decisions  in  English  Courts  which  have  super- 
seded them.  Not  only  every  branch,  but  almost  every 
ramification  of  the  subject,  has  now  come,  directly  or 
indirectly,  under  the  consideration  of  English  tribunals ; 
and  it  is  obvious  that  in  their  declarations  of  opinion  the 
English  lawyer,  at  least,  will  find  his  most  trustworthy 
guide.  Where  their  voices  are  still  uncertain,  the  less 
authoritative  judgments  of  the  text-writers  have  generally 
been  cited  to  supplement  them. 

The  summaries  which  have  been  subjoined  to  the  dif- 
ferent headings  are  not  in  any  way  intended,  it  is  almost 
unnecessary  to  say,  as  an  attempt  at  codification.  No 
branch  of  jurisprudence  is  perhaps  less  adapted  to  such 
treatment.  They  are  meant  merely  to  guide  the  student, 
to  assist  reference,  and  to  present  the  conclusions  at  which 
the  author  has  arrived  in  as  clear  and  definite  a  form  as 
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possible.  Withoat  some  such  assistance,  it  would  often  be 
difficult  to  ascertain  the  whole  effect,  or  what  presents 
itself  to  the  author's  judgment  as  such,  of  the  cases  col- 
lected and  considered  under  each  heading.  To  express 
satisfactorily  the  amount  of  certainty  which  in  each  parti- 
cular case  is  justifiable,  while  avoiding  any  assumption  of 
dogmatism  or  formal  codification,  unsupported  by  autho- 
rity, has  throughout  been  the  chief  consideration.  In 
order  to  present  a  general  synopsis  of  the  whole  subject, 
the  summaries  have  been  reprinted  at  the  end  of  the  book 
in  a  continuous  form. 

J,  Aldesson  Foote. 

2,  Db.  Johkbon's  BmLDiKOS,  Temple, 
October  1878. 
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INTBODUCTORY  CHAPTEB. 


Eyeby  independent  State  assumes  by  its  laws  to  regulate 
the  siattis,  the  acts,  and  the  property,  of  those  who  are 
subject  to  it  So  long  as  the  persons  whom  these  laws 
claim  to  affect,  the  actions  of  which  they  assume  control, 
and  the  property  on  which  they  purport  to  act,  are  re- 
moved entirely  from  the  operation  and  influence  of  the 
laws  of  all  other  independent  States,  which  claim  the 
same  privilege  of  supreme  legislation,  the  only  difSculties 
which  can  occur  are  those  which  belong  to  the  interpreta* 
tion  of  a  law,  about  the  application  of  which  there  is  no* 
dispute.  Directly,  however,  that  either  the  persons,  the 
property,  or  the  actions,  come  within  the  range  of  the 
law  of  any  such  foreign  state,  the  question  is  complicated 
by  the  introduction  of  a  new  element,  and  it  is  often  diffi- 
cult to  determine  how  far  each  of  the  contending  laws  is 
entitled  to  the  authority  which  it  claims.  In  order  to 
attain  theoretical  and  perfect  simplicity,  each  group  of 
circumstances,  as  well  as  the  jural  relation  between  cer- 
tain persons  which  results  from  it,  should  be  under  the 
domain  of  one  law.  If  the  society  of  each  legislating 
State  was  entirely  isolated,  so  that  the  individuals  com- 
posing it  were  cut  off  from  intercourse  with  all  but  their 
fellow  subjects,  the  law  of  each  State  would  have  full 
operation  within  its  own  dominions,  and  could  claim  to 
extend  itself  no  further.  Once,  during  the  history  of  the 
world,  this  uniformity  was  practically  attained,  under  the 
supremacy  of  Bome,  as  the  result  of  the  unique  position 
which  the  empire  occupied  amongst  a  number  of  semi- 
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civilized  or  barbarous  communities^  none  of  whom  pos- 
sessed a  system  of  law  which  the  imperial  jurisprudence 
could  stoop  to  recognise.    The  law  of  the  Quirites,  or  jm 
civile  proper,  was  indeed  amplified  and  enriched  by  the 
jural  customs  of  the  Italian  tribes,  and  the  obligations 
which  were  based  on  the  jvs  genUwm  in  this  sense  of  the 
term,  being  regarded  as  the  natural  results  of  civilization 
among  any  body  of  men,  formed  eventually  no  inconsider- 
able part  of  the  whole  body  of  Boman  law.    Such  rights 
and  obligations,  however,  when  adopted  by  the  civil  law 
(Jure  civHi  eomprobaise)  ceased  to  be,  in  any  sense  of  the 
word,  foreign  to  it;  and  this  portion  of  Boman  juris- 
prudence bore  to  the  original  stock  a  relation  more  analo- 
gous to  that  which  at  present  exists  between  the  common 
law  and  the  statute  law  of  England  than  to  any  other 
known  to  modern  jurista     The  jus  honorarium,  again,  or 
the  equitable  law  administered  by  the  praetors,  though 
specially  applied  to  foreigners  and  those  who  were  not 
possessed  of  the  Boman  franchise,  and  though  dispensed 
with  a  certain  regard  to  the  nationality  of  the  parties,  was 
essentially  Boman  in  its  nature ;  and  the  right  of  any 
foreign  law  or  custom  to  compete  with  the  law  as  inter- 
preted and  enforced  by  the  Boman  magistrate  seems  never 
to  have  been  asserted.    There  is  not  in  fact,  with  the 
exception  of  an  isolated  passage  in  Gaius  (a),  which  by  no 
means  demands  such  an  interpretation,  a  single  dictum  of 
the  Boman  jurists  which  points  to  the  existence  of  any- 
thing like  private  international  law,  in  the  modern  sense 
of  the  term.     Yet  in  other  respects  Boman  jurispru- 
dence reached  a  later  stage  of  development,  and    ulti- 
mately of  decay,  than  that  to  which  any  modern  system 
has  yet  attained.     The  omission,  if  Bome  had   been  a 
sovereign  State  surrounded  by  its  equals  in  progress  and 
civilization,  would  have  been   inexplicable.    The  actual 
relation  of  the  imperial  mistress  of  the  world  to  those  who 

(a)  **  Sponsoris  et  fidepromifisoris  heres  nou  tenetur ;  nisi  de  peregrino 
ildepromitisore  quieremuB,  ei  alio  jure  civitos  ejus  utaiur." — Gal.  iii.  120, 
cf.  iii.  yO. 
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were  by  tarns  her  enemies  and  her  dependents  offers  an 
intelligible  explanation. 

Huber,  after  speaking  of  the  conflict  of  laws  between 
independent  and  sovereign  States,  proceeds  as  follows: 
**  It  is  not  a  matter  for  surprise  that  there  should  be  no  trace 
of  this  subject  in  Roman  jurisprudence.  The  Empire  of 
the  Soman  people,  extending  over  all  parts  of  the  habit- 
able globe,  and  everywhere  acknowledging  one  uniform 
jural  system,  could  never  have  been  exposed  to  that  con- 
flict of  various  and  independent  laws  which  manifested 
itself  as  soon  as  the  Empire  was  broken  up  into  a  number 
of  distinct  bodies.  Nevertheless  the  fundamental  rules  of 
this  science  must  be  sought  for  in  the  principles  of  Roman 
law,  and  rather  in  the  Law  of  Nations  than  in  the  Roman 
civil  law  proper.  It  is  clear  that  the  question  of  what 
system  of  jurisprudence  the  inhabitants  of  independent 
States  are  to  adopt  in  their  mutual  intercourse,  belongs  to 
the  science  of  the  Law  of  Nations  "  (a). 

The  existence  of  a  similar  gap  in  the  jurisprudence 
of  the  dominant  cities  of  Greece  must  be  referred  to  a 
diflerent  cause.  Between  the  Hellenes  proper  and  the 
Barbarians,  indeed — and  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
Greek  regarded  as  Barbarians  all  who  were  not  Hellenes — 
there  could  of  course  be  no  possible  international  relations, 
public  or  private,  except  those  of  peace  and  wat.  It  might, 
however,  have  been  expected  that  between  such  cities  as 
Athens  and  Sparta,  Thebes  and  Corinth,  whose  intercourse 
with  each  other  must  have  been  close  and  frequent,  the 
necessity  of  something  like  a  "  comity  ^  in  international 
private  law  would  have  been  felt.  Any  such  comity  was, 
however,  foreign  to  the  spirit  and  traditions  in  which  the 
Grecian  citizen  was  brought  up.  The  absolute  indepen- 
dence and  isolation  of  the  Grecian  city  or  State  was  the 
most  sacred  of  his  political  ideas ;  and  the  large  admixture 
in  Grecian  law  of  a  religious  element,  peculiar  to  each  city, 
rendered  any  relaXHtion  of  this  jealous  spirit  of  exclusion 
the  more  difficult.   It  may  be  thai  even  these  causes  would 

(a)  Huber.  Prmlect.  Jur.  Civ.  vol.  ii.  lib.  1,  tit.  8,  p.  25. 
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not  have  proved  efficacious  enongh  to  restrain  the  natural 
development  of  international  jurisprudence^  had  that 
development  ever  proceeded  as  far  amongst  the  Grecian 
cities  as  it  did  in  the  Italian  peninsula  daring  the  700 
years  which  followed  their  downfall.  The  soil  of  Greece, 
however,  though  the  mother  of  philosophy  and  the  arts, 
was  far  less  adapted  to  the  nurture  of  jurisprudence  than 
that  of  Rome ;  and  though  the  eloquence  of  Demosthenes 
and  iEIschines  may  dim  the  fame  of  Roman  pleaders  and 
modern  advocates  alike,  even  the  age  of  such  giants  of 
oratory  as  these  remained  still,  comparatively  speaking, 
the  infancy  of  the  science  of  law. 

It  is  pointed  out  by  Huber,  in  the  passage  to  which 
reference  has  been  already  made,  that  the  overthrow  of  the 
Roman  empire,  and  the  birth  of  a  number  of  European 
independent  States,  with  different  local  customs  and 
nascent  laws  of  their  own,  was  the  first  cause  of  that  eon- 
flidus  legvm  from  which  the  present  system  of  private 
international  law  has  sprung.  This  conflict  was  most  fre- 
quently manifested  in  the  competition  of  personal  and 
territorial  laws;  ».0.,  the  conQict  of  the  law  to  which  the 
individual  owed  obedience  by  reason  of  his  nationality, 
with  that  which  claimed  to  command  him  in  virtue  of  his 
presence  within  bis  territorial  limits.  ^^The  moderns 
always  assume,"  says  Savigny  (History  of  Rom.  Law,  vol.  i. 
ch.  3),  '^  that  the  law  to  which  the  individual  owes  obe- 
dience is  that  of  the  country  where  he  lives ;  and  that  the 
property  and  contracts  of  every  resident  are  regulated  by 
the  law  of  his  domicil.  In  this  theory,  the  distinction 
between  native  and  foreigner  is  overlooked,  and  national 
descent  is  entirely  disregarded.  Not  so,  however,  in  the 
middle  ages,  when  in  the  same  country,  and  often  indeed 
in  the  same  city,  the  Lombavd  lived  under  the  liombardic, 
and  the  Roman  under  the  Roman  law.  The  same  distinc- 
tion of  laws  was  also  applicable  to  the  different  races  of 
Germans,  Frank,  Burgundian  and  Goth,  resident  in  the 
same  place,  each  under  his  own  law."  It  may  probably 
be  assumed,  however,  that  the  personal  laws  of  isolated 
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foreigners  were  not  at  any  period  of  the  middle  ages 
reoognised  from  disinterested  motives ;  and  that  what  is 
called  the  comity  of  nations  in  this  respect  arose  only 
when  the  intercourse  between  independent  States  was  so 
frequent  and  so  widely-spread  that  it  was  necessary  for 
each  to  adopt  some  such  system  in  order  to  secure  its  re- 
ciprocal advantages.  It  is  further  pointed  out  by  Savigny, 
that  the  presence  of  a  large  foreign  element  in  any  State 
sufficiently  large  to  make  its  voice  heard  and  its  interests 
respected  was  another  cause  of  its  development.  But  it 
cannot  be  said  that  anything  like  a  system,  by  which  the 
proper  limits  of  the  authority  of  each  municipal  law  were 
defined,  which  is  the  true  scope  and  object  of  what  is 
known  as  private  international  law,  arose  until  the  exi- 
gencies of  modern  commerce  and  modem  civiL'zation  de- 
manded it  (a).  Geographical  divisions,  whether  natural  or 
political,  have  ceased  in  the  present  day  to  offer  any  real 
obstacle  to  the  intercourse  of  nations ;  and  how  much  the 
modem  facilities  for  such  communication  have  contributed 
to  the  development  of  the  subject,  will  be  better  under- 
stood when  a  brief  classification  of  its  subject-matter  has 
been  given. 

All  municipal  law — ^that  is,  all  law  enacted  for  its  subjects 
by  the  legislative  authority  of  an  independent  State — is 
particular  in  its  application.  In  other  words,  such  law  is 
intended  to  apply  to  part  only  of  mankind,  and  to  them, 
in  the  majority  of  cases,  only  upon  part  of  the  earth's 
surfaca  Within  its  own  territorial  limits,  and  with  regard 
to  its  own  subjects,  the  law  of  an  independent  State  is  of 
course  supreme ;  but  its  authority  is  more  questionable 
with  respect  to  the  subjects  of  other  States  within  those 
limits,  or  to  its  own  subjects  when  beyond  them.  The 
personal  law  to  which  each  individual  was  originally  subject 
was  undoubtedly  the  law  of  the  State  to  which  he  belonged 

(a)  It  is  unnecessary,  for  the  purposes  of  this  work,  to  refer  to  the  earlior 
writers  by  whom  the  principles  of  this  branch  of  jurisprudence  were  first 
treated.  They  will  be  found  colieetiHl  in  a  convenient  form,  with  tho  dates 
and  titles  of  their  works,  nt  the  commencement  of  Story's  *  Conflict  of 
Laws.' 
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by  nationality ;  but  in  modem  civilization  the  element  of 
residence  has  been  largely  substituted  for  that  of  nationality, 
and  the  personal  law  of  the  individual  is  now  commonly 
regarded  as  the  lex  donUcilii,  or  law  of  the  country  in 
which  he  has  fixed  his  home,  rather  than  the  lex  pahrim, 
or  law  of  the  State  to  which  he  owes  the  allegiance  of  a 
subject.  The  distinction  between  natianality  and  domicile 
in  order  to  determine  the  nature  and  operation  of  the 
personal  law,  must  therefore  be  considered ;  as  well  as  the 
other  attributes  which  give  to  persons  their  legal  existence. 
In  connection  with  this  part  of  the  subject,  it  will  be 
useful  to  consider  some  special  classes  of  persons,  such  as 
foreign  corporations.  States,  sovereigns,  and  bodies  politic, 
upon  which  the  effect  of  personal  as  well  as  territorial  law 
must  necessarily  be  peculiar.  Having  thus  ascertained 
what  persons  are  recognised  by  municipal  law,  and  how 
far  different  municipal  laws  may  come  into  conflict  respect- 
ing them,  it  will  be  necessary  to  treat  of  their  property 
and  their  actions,  shewing  the  chief  occasions  upon  which 
a  similar  conflict  of  law  may  arise.  Lastly,  there  will 
remain  for  consideration  the  subject  of  procedure,  in  con- 
nection with  those  matters  which  the  law  of  everv  tribunal, 
in  its  own  right  as  the  lex  fori,  may  claim  to  decide  for 
itself.  Subordinate  to  this  branch  of  inquiry  will  be  the 
discussion  of  the  recognition  and  enforcement  of  the 
decrees  of  one  tribunal  in  those  of  another  country — in 
other  words,  the  question  t)f  the  validity  of  foreign  judg- 
ments. The  following  synopsis  of  the  subject  may  there- 
fore be  presented. 

Part  L — Persons.  (Ch.  I.— V.) 

(a.)  Natural  Persons. 

All  laws  being  commands  directed  to  persons,  and  affect- 
ing them  in  different  ways,  directly  or  indirectly,  positively 
or  negatively,  the  relation  of  the  person  to  law  must  be 
clearly  defined.  This  relation  depends  upon  three  elements 
(1)  nationality,  (2)  domicil,  (3)  capacity.    Taken  together 
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the  three  constitute  the  statm  of  the  person,  i.e.,  the  relation 
or  standing  of  the  person  with  respect  to  the  law  of  the 
society  in  which  he  liyes,  and  to  the  other  members  of 
that  society. 

(1.)  Nationality. — Nationality  is  the  relation  of  the 
person  to  the  sovereign  State  to  which  he  owes  allegiance, 
and  exists  either  by  birth  or  acquisition.  It  has  already 
been  pointed  out  that  domicil  has  for  many  purposes  in 
modem  days  taken  the  place  that  nationality  formerly 
occupied,  but  the  latter  has  still  an  importance  of  its  own. 

(2.)  DomieU, — Domicil  constitutes  that  relation  of  the 
person  to  a  particular  State  which  arises  from  residence 
within  its  limits  as  a  member  of  its  community,  and  deter- 
mines the  personal  law  which  controls  him  and  his  movable 
property. 

(3.)  Capacity. — Capacity  is  the  actual  and  legal  power 
of  acting  as  a  free  sane  adult,  and  is  only  important  in 
cases  of  its  negation,  as  in  the  instance  of  a  minor  or 
lunatic. 

In  addition  to  these  three  elements  of  status,  there  is 
the  fourth  quasi-element  of  legitimacy ;  which,  however, 
does  not  affect  the  general  legal  position  of  the  person,  but 
merely  his  relationship  to  certain  other  persons,  and  is  not 
practically  referred,--  in  England,  to  a  personal  law.  For 
its  proper  appreciation  it  will  be  necessary  to  discuss  the 
law  of  marriage,  of  which  it  is  a  consequence. 

(b.)  Artificial  and  Conventional  Persona, 

(1.)  Corporations, — CSorporations  are  artificial  persons, 
created  by  some  municipal  law,  invested  with  certain  attri- 
butes analogous  to  those  of  natural  persons,  and  recognised 
by  international  comity  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of 
the  law  which  created  them. 

(2.)  Sovereign  States.  —  States  are  artificial  persons, 
created  by  the  law  of  nations,  sometimes  impersonated  in 
the  form  of  an  actual  sovereign,  sometimes  in  an  abstract 
form  only,  and  recognised  by  the  governments  and  the 
tribunals  of  similar  States. 
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Part  II.— Property.  (Ch.  VI.— VII.) 

It  has  been  said  that  all  law  is  directed  towards  persons, 
but  it  is  obvious  that  in  every  case  it  must  be  directed  to 
persons  only  with  reference  to  their  property  or  their 
actions.    All  property  is  divided  into 

(1.)  Immovable  Property. — Under  this  head  comes  all 
landed  property,  and  things  so  oonnected  with  the  soil 
as  to  be  regarded  by  the  law  as  part  of  it;  including 
not  only  real  estate  by  English  law,  but  chattels  real, 
or  immovable  personalty. 

(2.)  Movable  Property. — Under  this  head  come  all  things 
which  can  be  the  subject  of  ownership  that  are  not  in- 
cluded in  immovable  property.  These  are  regarded  as 
adjuncts  to  the  person  of  the  owner,  and  are  theoretically 
subject  to  his  personal  law. 

Both  these  descriptions  of  property  must  be  considered 
with  reference  to 

(i.)   Jurisdiction. 

(ii.)  Alienation  by  act  or  will  of  the  owner,  including 
(a.)  Transfer  fn(^  t^m>8. 
(b.)  Disposition  by  will. 

(iii.)  Alienation  by  operation  of  law,  including 
(a.)  Succession  on  intestacy. 
(h.)  Transfer  on  bankruptcy. 
(c.)  Transfer  on  marriage. 
So  far  as  any  of  these  occasions  or  incidents  may   give 
rise  to  a  conflict  of  two  or  more  municipal  laws. 

Part  IIL— Acts.  (Ch.  VIIL— IX.) 

The  actions  of  persons  of  which  the  law  takes  notice 
must  be  either  (1)  contracts,  (2)  torts,  or  (3)  crimes. 

(1.)  Coniraois  may  give  rise  to  a  conflict  of  municipal 
laws,  in  respect  of  their 

(a.)  Formalities. 

(J.)  Legality. 

(c.)  Construction  and  interpretation. 
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(d.)  Nature  and  incidents  of  the  obligation. 

(6.)   Performance. 

(/)  Discharge  other  than  performance. 
(2.)  Torts  may  give  rise  to  a  conflict  of  municipal  laws, 
in  respect  of  the 

(a.)  Tortious  or  innocent  nature  of  the  act. 

(b.)  Measure  of  the  wrong  done. 

(c)  Measure  of  the  remedy. 
(3.)  Crimes. — Inasmuch  as  crimes  give  rise  to  no  obliga- 
tion or  jural  relation  inter  personas,  but  only  between  the 
offender  ^and  the  State  whose  law  has  been  transgressed, 
they  do  not  properly  fall  within  the  domain  of  private 
international  law,  and  will  not  be  considered  here.  A 
crime  is,  in  fact,  only  a  tort  regarded  in  its  relation  to  the 
State. 

Part  IV. — ^Progedure.  (Ch.  X. — ^XI.) 

(1.)  Proeednre  generally. — ^The  law  of  every  country  is 
appealed  to  by  means  of  its  tribunals.  These  will  accept 
the  decision  of  the  competent  law  on  each  and  all  of  the 
points  already  enumerated,  that  law  being  determined  on 
the  principles  of  private  international  law.  They  will, 
however,  only  grant  their  own  remedies,  according  to  their 
own  rules.  Hence  the  necessity  of  defining  those  matters 
which  every  tribunal  will  claim  to  decide  arbitrarily  for 
itself,  as  coming  under  the  head  of  proeedvre. 

(2.)  Foreign  Judgments. — ^In  connection  with  all  the  sub- 
jects enumerated  in  Parts  I. — III.,  it  frequently  happens 
that  the  matters  brought  before  a  Court  for  its  decision 
have  already  been  the  subject  of  inquiry  and  adjudication 
by  some  tribunal  of  a  foreign  State.  It  is  necessary,  there- 
fore, to  consider  the  recognition  accorded  to  foreign  judg- 
ments in  an  English  Court,  and  the  manner  in  which  they 
may  be  enforced,  as  a  branch  of  the  subject  of  procedure, 
both  in  the  case  of  decrees  in  personam^  and  judgments  in 
rem,  as  well  as  those  on  the  statits  of  a  person,  which 
partake  of  the  nature  of  both. 
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CHAPTER  I.  paot  I. 

Pbbsons. 

NATIONALITY.  ^ 1 

Cap.  I. 


Of  the  elements  which  compose  a  man's  staitis,  viewed  Nationality 
as  a  subject  of  law,  nationality  is  the  first  and  most  im-  ^  ^ 
portant.  By  a  man's  nationality  is  mecmt  that  political 
relationship  which  exists  between  him  and  the  Sovereign 
State  to  which  he  owes  allegiance;  and  this  relation- 
ship is  fixedy  in  different  countries,  by  varying  rules  and 
principles. 

According  to  the  English  Common  Law,  nationality 
depended  in  all  cases  upon  the  place  of  a  man's  birth, 
following  the  feudal  principle,  which  to  a  certain  extent 
regarded  all  inhabitants  of  the  soil  as  appendages  to  it. 
The  view  taken  of  the  question  by  Roman  law,  which 
referred  all  questions  of  a  man  s  status  to  that  of  his 
parents,  was  absolutely  unrecognised  in  England  until 
its  statutory  adoption;  and  the  sole  consideration  was, 
whether  the  individual  whose  nationality  had  to  be  deter- 
mined was  or  was  not  born  within  the  king's  allegiance. 
The  only  exceptions  to  this  rule  were  those  imposed  by 
the  doctrines  of  public  international  law,  which  required 
that  the  children  of  foreign  ambassadors,  to  whom  the 
privilege  of  exterritoriality  was  attached,  should  be  ex- 
empted from  the  rigour  of  the  feudal  principle;  and 
further  considered  that  the  territory  of  any  State,  while 
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PBB0ON8. 

Cap.  L 


Statutes 

regulating 

nationality. 


in  the  hostile  occupation  of  an  enemy's  army,  lost  for 
the  time  being  the  national  character  which  properly 
belonged  to  it.  With  these  apparent  exceptions,  con- 
sistent in  reality  with  the  mle  itself,  all  who  were  born 
on  English  soil,  and  no  others,  were  English  subjects. 

Hie  first  statate  which  qualified  this  principle  was  the 
25  Edw.  III.  st  2,  which  provided  that  '^all  children 
inheritors  which  from  henceforth  shall  be  born  without 
the  legiance  of  the  King  of  England,  whose  fathers  and 
mothers  at  the  time  of  their  birth  shall  be  in  the  faith 
and  legiance  of  the  King,  shall  ha?e  and  enjoy  the  same 
benefits  and  advantages,  to  have  and  bear  the  inheritance 
within  the  same  legiance,  as  other  inheritors  aforesaid,  in 
time  to  come ;  so  always  the  mothers  of  such  children  do 
pass  the  sea  by  the  license  and  will  of  their  husbands." 
It  will  be  observed  that  the  privileges  of  ioheritance 
only  (a)  were  conferred  by  this  statute ;  and  it  was  de- 
cided {b)  that  it  did  not  confer  even  these  upon  the 
children  of  an  English  mother,  by  an  alien  father,  bom 
out  of  the  allegiance.  More  recent  statutes  have,  of 
course,  robbed  this  decision  of  any  importance.  Even 
under  this  statute,  it  was  not  required  that  the  mother 
should  be  of  English  nationality,  it  having  been  decided 
in  Bacon's  Case  (e)  that  the  alien  wife  of  a  British  subject 
was  quasi  under  the  King's  allegiance  (i). 

By  7  Anne,  c.  5,  s.  3,  it  was  next  enacted  that  ^'  the 
children  of  all  natural-born  subjects,  born  out  of  the  alle- 
giance of  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  and  successors,  shall  be 
deemed  adjudged  and  taken  to  be  naturaI*born  subjeets  of 
this  kingdom,  to  all  intents,  constructions,  and  purposes 
whatsoever."  The  principle  just  adverted  to,  as  having 
been  decided  in  Bacon's  Case,  that  the  transmission  of 
nationality  depends  upon  the  father  alone,  was  inoorpo- 

(a)  But  see  Lord  Baocm's  argument  in  Caltnn*$  Case  (2  Si  Tr.  585),  and 
Bao.  Ab.  tit  "  Aliens."  A. 

(h)  Duroure  v.  Jones,  4  Term  Rtp.  300. 

(c)  Cro.  Ch.  602. 

(d)  By  the  oommon  law,  howevoE,  a  woman's  nationality  waa  unchanged 
by  her  marriage:  Co.  Litt.  31  b;  CountMt  of  Conioai/tt  Case^  2  Knapp, 
P.  O.  308;  OmtUew  de.  WcdVi^  Cane,  12  Jur.  848. 
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rated  with  this  statate  by  4  Geo.  11.  c.  21,  g.  1.    But  it      Paet  i. 
was  not  considered  that  the  words  "  all  ihtents,  construe-      P^^^^s- 
tions,  and  purposes  whatsoever/'  were  large  enough  to      Cap.  I. 
include  the  power  of  transmitting  such  nationality  to 
another  generation,  and  13  Geo.  III.  e.  21  was  passed  to 
add  this  privilege,  thus  extending  the  nationality  of  the 
grandfather  to  the  second  generation  born  out  of  the 
allegiance.    Children  of  the  third  generation,  on  the  same 
construction  of  the  words  of  the  statute,  would  of  course 
be  still  excluded. 

The  statute  7  &  8  Yict.  c.  66,  by  which  considerable 
alteration  in  the  law  of  nationality  was  effected,  has  now 
been  repealed  by  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  14,  which  embodies  the 
recent  legislation  on  the  subject,  and  regulates  the 
manner  in  which  British  nationality  may  be  acquired  or 
divested.  It  therefore  becomes  unnecessary  to  examine 
the  previous  statutes  on  the  subject  of  naturalization, 
most  of  which  have  been  repealed  by  the  last-mentioned 
enactment. 

This  Act  (33  &  34  Yict.  c.  14)  was  passed  after  the  Naturaiiza- 
report  of  a  commission  appointed  to  investigate  the  ^^^'^ '^^  ^^^^^ 
subject,  and  embodies  many  of  the  recommendations  of 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Cockbum,  contained  at  the  end  of  his 
pamphlet '  On  Nationality,'  published  in  1869.  By  s.  2, 
it  is  enacted  that  aliens  may  take,  hold,  and  dispose  of 
real  and  personal  property  as  if  natural-bom  subjects, 
with  the  single  exception  of  British  ships  (s.  14),  and  with 
the  proviso  that  no  qualification  for  franchise  or  office  is 
thereby  conferred.  The  third  and  fourth  sections  provide 
that  naturalized  aliens,  subjects  of  other  states  bom  within 
British  dominions,  and  children  bom  abroad  of  Biitish 
fathers,  may  divest  themselves  entirely  of  British 
nationality  by  a  formal  declaration  of  alienage.  The 
sixth  section  enacts  that  a  similar  effect  shall  be  pro- 
duced by  voluntary  naturalization  abroad,  mth  a  proviso 
to  meet  the  case  of  British  subjects  so  naturalized  abroad 
previous  to  the  passing  of  the  Act.  Section  7  provides  for 
the  naturalization  of  aliens  by  a  certificate  from  a  Secre-* 
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R4RT  I.     tary  of  State,  to  be  granted  under  certain  conditions,  and 
enacts  that  such  naturalization  shall  be  deemed  to  confer 

Cap.  L  qfl  political  and  other  rights  and  liabilities.  This  pro- 
vision is  made  applicable,  by  s.  8,  to  the  case  of  British 
subjects  who  have  lost  their  original  nationality  under 
s.  6.  As  to  aliens  naturalized  under  these  two  sections,  it 
.  is  provided  that,  when  within  the  limits  of  the  State  to 
which  they  formerly  belonged,  their  nationality  shall  not 
be  deemed  to  be  British  unless,  by  the  laws  of  that  State, 
they  have  ceased  to  be  its  subjects.  Section  9  gives  the 
form  of  the  oath  of  allegiance  which  the  earlier  sections 
require  to  be  taken  at  the  time  of  any  naturalization  or 
statutory  declaration  of  nationality.  Section  10  relates  to 
the  status  of  married  women  and  children,  and  in  efifect 
provides  as  follows :  By  marriage  a  woman  acquires  the 
nationality  of  her  husband ;  and  a  British  female  subject 
who  has  thus  become  an  alien,  may,  if  she  afterwards 
becomes  a  widow,  be  re-admitted  to  British  nationality 
under  s.  8  of  this  Act.  The  nationality  of  children  is  to 
be  deemed  as  following  that  of  the  father,  or  of  the  mother 
if  a  widow,  and  as  changing  with  it. 

These  are  the  main  provisions  of  this  important  statute, 
which  has  placed  the  whole  of  the  English  law  relating  to 
nationality  and  naturalization  upon  a  new  footing.  There 
are  some  minor  enactments  contained  in  it,  which  have 
not  yet  been  mentioned.  The  right  of  trial  by  a  jury  de 
medietate  linguse  is  abolished  (s.  5).  No  right  to  hold 
real' property  situated  out  of  the  United  Kingdom  is  con- 
ferred (s.  2,  sub-s.  1).  Estates  and  interests  in  real  and 
personal  property  to  which  any  person  has  become  en- 
titled by  a  disposition  made  or  a  death  happening  before 
the  Act  are  not  to  be  a£fected  (s.  1,  sub-s.  3).  And  a 
British  subject  who  has  become  an  alien  under  the  Act  is 
not  to  be  thereby  discharged  from  liability  for  acts  done 
before  such  change  of  nationality  (s.  15). 

A  question  which  has  often  arisen,  respecting  the  power 
of  the  British  colonies  to  confer  British  nationality,  is  set 
at  rest  by  s.  16,  which  enacts  that  all  laws  duly  made  by 
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the  legislature  of  a  British  possession  for  this  purpose      Pabt  I. 
shall  be  valid  within  the  limits  of  that  possession,  subject       "^"^ 
to  the  power  possessed  generally  by  Her  Majesty  of  con-      Cap.  i. 
firming  or  disallowing  any  of  the  laws  of  sach  British 
possession  (a). 

This  Act  was  amended  in  1872  by  a  short  Act  (35  &  36 
Vict.  c.  39)  which  provided  that  the  mode  of  renouncing 
nationality  agreed  upon  by  a  convention  between  Her 
Majesty  and  the  United  States,  dated  February  23, 1871, 
should  be  deemed  to  be  authorized  by  the  Naturalization 
Act  of  1870.  The  third  section  of  this  amending  Act  also 
enacted  that  the  rights  and  property  of  women,  married 
before  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  1870,  should  not  be  pre- 
judicially affected  by  it. 

It  will  be  seen  that  all  the  legislation,  which  has  taken  Natjonolity 
place  on  this  subject,  proceeds  on  the  principle  that  a^^\"Q  "^"^ 
man  is  unable  of  himself,  without  statutory  assistance,  to 
change  his  nationality.  In  the  words  of  Lord  Hatherley 
in  Udny  v.  Udny  (fc),  ''the  question  of  naturalization 
and  allegiance  is  distinct  from  that  of  domicil.  A  man 
cannot,  at  present  at  least,  put  off  and  resume  at  will 
obligations  of  obedience  to  the  government  of  the  country 
of  which  at  his  birth  he  is  a  subject,  but  he  may  many 
times  change  his  domicil.'^  The  Act  of  which  a  summary 
has  just  been  given  has  rendered  that  possible  which  was 
not  so,  in  England  at  least,  when  Lord  Hatherley  spoke, 
but  the  essential  distinction  between  domicil  and  nation- 
ality must  nevertheless  be  borne  in  mind  in  considering 
its  provisions.  In  Moorhouse  v.  Lord  (c),  Lord  Kings- 
down,  speaking  of  the  acquisition  of  a  French  domicil,  is 
reported  as  saying  that,  in  order  to  effect  such  a  result,  a 
man  must  intend  to  become  a  Frenchman  instead  of  an 
Englishman.  But,  as  Lord  Westbury  points  out,  in  his 
judgment  in  the  case  of  Udny  v.  Udny  ((2),  just  referred 

(a)  See  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  83,  the  fonner  statute  on  this  subjeot 

(6)  Udny  ▼.  Udny,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.,  8c.  441,  452. 

(c)  10  H.  L.  C.  272.  And  see  Haldane  v.  EcJcford,  L.  R,  8  Eq.  631 ; 
In  re  CkipdevieUef  2  H.  &  C.  985,  and  Attorney- General  Y.  Ck)unieu  de 
Waldstatt,  3  H.  &  C.  374. 

(<i)  L.  R.  1  H.  L.,  8c  460. 
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Past  I.     to,  these  words  are  likely  to  mislead,  if  they  were  intended 

'    to  signify  that  for  a  change  of  domicil  there  must  be  a 

^^'  ^'  change  of  nationality,  that  is,  of  natural  allegiance.  That 
would  be  ^  to  oonfoond  the  political  and  civil  states  of  an 
individnal;  and  to  destroy  the  difference  between  patria 
and  domiciltum'*  This  essential  distinction  will  become 
more  manifest,  when  the  law  of  domicil  has  been  con- 
sidered. 
Inhabitants  Apart  from  the  provisions  of  the  Naturalization  Act, 
of  «ded  tern-  jgy^^  ^y^j^  ^^^^  y^^  ^^^^  explained,  the  rules  as  to  the 

transfer  of  allegiance,  on  the  cession  or  abandonment  of 
British  territory,  should  be  here  noticed.  In  Doe  v. 
Aeklam  (a),  it  was  held  that  children  bom  in  the  United 
States,  after  the  recognition  of  their  independence,  of 
parents  born  there  before  that  time,  and  continuing  to 
reside  there  afterwards,  were  aliens.  But  in  the  subse- 
quent case  of  Doe  v.  MvJcaster  (b),  it  was  held  that  where 
the  parents,  at  the  time  of  the  severance  between  the 
countries,  elected  to  retain  their  British  nationality,  they 
were  able  to  do  so,  and  to  transmit  it  to  their  children. 
Mr.  Westlake  (Priv.  International  Law,  §  27)  says  that 
the  question,  in  which  cases,  is  to  be  decided  by  the 
voluntary  transfer  or  retention  of  domicil;  and  this  is 
the  test  generally  agreed  upon  in  the  treaties  which  are 
made  between  independent  States  when  territory  is  ex- 
changed or  abandoned.  It  is  not  likely  that,  so  far  as 
the  English  lawyer  is  concerned,  a  case  unprovided  for  by 
treaty  will  ever  arise. 

(o)  2  B.  &  0.  779.  (6)  5  B.  &  0.  771. 


NATIONALITY. 


SUMMARY. 

Nationality,  according  to  the  English  Common  Law,  was 
decided  absolutely  and  once  for  all  by  the  place  of  birth. 
Those  who  were  bom  within  the  allegiance  of  the  British 
Grown,  and  those  only,  were  regarded  throughout  their 
lives  as  British  subjects. 

By  the  statutes  previous  to  33  &  34  Vict  c.  14  (25 
Edw.  III.  St.  2,  7  Anne  c.  5,  s.  3,  4  Greo.  II.  c.  21,  and 
13  Geo.  III.  c.  21)  the  privileges  of  nationality  were  con- 
ferred on  the  descendants,  up  to  and  including  the  second 
generation,  of  a  natural-born  British  subject  who  were 
born  abroad,  the  transmission  of  this  statutory  nationality 
depending  upon  the  father  alone. 

By  33  &  34  Yict.  c.  14,  the  restrictions  on  the  capacities 
of  aliens  were  abolished  so  far  as  the  power  of  inheriting 
or  otherwise  taking  British  land  was  concerned,  and 
statutory  means  were  provided  (superseding  those  which 
had  formerly  existed)  for  the  naturalization  and  de-natu- 
ralization of  aliens  in  Great  Britain,  and  of  British  sub- 
jects abroad. 

The  nationality  of  a  married  woman  follows  that  of  her 
husband,  and  the  nationality  of  children  follows  that  of 
the  father,  or  of  the  mother  if  a  widow.  A  married  woman 
who  becomes  a  widow  may  change  her  nationality  under 
the  provisions  of  33  &  34  Vict  c.  14. 

The  legislatures  of  British  possessions  and  colonies  may 
confer  a  limited  British  nationality,  valid  within  their 
territorial  limits. 

On  the  cession  or  abandonment  of  territory,  by  conquest 
or  otherwise,  the  nationality  of  the  inhabitants  is  generally 
provided  for  by  treaty;  but  in  the  absence  of  treaty  pro- 
visions, will  probably  depend  upon  the  voluntary  transfer 
or  retention  of  their  domicil. 


Part  1. 

PBBflONS. 

Cap.  I. 
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DOMIOIL. 


Domioil — 
defined  and 
explained. 


6t  the  law  of  England,  and  of  all  other  civilized  conntriesy 
each  individual  has  ascribed  to  him  at  his  birth  two  diR- 
tinct  legal  statta  or  conditions ;  one  by  virtue  of  which 
he  becomes  the  subject  of  some  particular  country,  binding 
him  by  the  tie  of  natural  allegiance,  which  is  called  his 
political  atattis  or  nationality,  and  which  has  been  dis- 
cussed in  the  preceding  chapter ;  the  other,  by  virtue  of 
which  he  becomes  the  citizen  of  some  particular  country, 
as  such  possessed  of  certain  municipal  rights,  and  subject 
to  certain  obligations.  This  is  called  his  civil  stains^ 
entirely  distinct  from  the  first,  which  depends  on  different 
laws  in  different  countries;  whereas  the  civil  daius  is 
governed  universally  by  the  single  principle  of  domicile 
the  criterion  established  by  international  law  for  deter- 
mining it  (a).  As  to  the  proper  definition  of  domicil, 
much  difficulty  has  always  been  felt.  Dr.  Phillimore 
defines  it  as  **  a  residence  at  a  particular  place,  accom- 
panied with  positive  or  presumptive  proof  of  an  intention 
to  remain  there  for  an  unlimited  time  "  (I),  There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  this  is  the  kind  of  residence  which  is 
essential  to  domicil,  but  the  conception  itself  may  be, 
perhaps,  more  accurately  explained  as  tJie  relation  of  an 
individual  to  a  particular  State  which  arises  from  his  resi- 
dence UHthin  its  limits  as  a  member  of  its  community.  There 
must  be  always  one  particular  State  towards  which  this 
relation  exists,  and  there  can  never  be  more  than  one  at 

(a)  Per  tiord  Westbury  in  Vdny  v.  Vdny,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.,  Sc  460. 
(6)  Pbillimoro's  Law  of  Domicil,  p.  13.    Adopted  by  Lord  Westbury  in 
Vdny  V.  Vdny. 


DOMIOIL. 

the  same  time  (a).  (Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  45.)    Mr.      Part  i. 
Westlake  (Private  International  Law,  §  30)  asserts  that     ^^^»- 
domicil  is  **  the  legal  conception  of  residence,"  particn-      Cap.  II. 
larized  and  defined  only  for  the  sake  of  legal  precision ; 
but  as  he  admits  immediately  afterwards  that  residence  is 
not  domicil,  unless  accompanied  by  the  particular  circum- 
stances under  which  the  law  will  recognise  it,  it  is  evident 
that  such  a  definition   is  not  entirely  satisfactory  (6). 
What  those  circumstances  are  is  just  the  question  which 
it  is  the  object  of  definition  to  answer.    Where  a  man 
resides  is  always  a  matter  of  fact  (o),  and  when  this  fact 
is  once  ascertained,  the  legal  idea  of  domicil  comes  at 
once  into  existence. 

The  domicil  which  attaches  to  a  man  at  the  moment  of  Domidl  of 
his  birth,  generally  spoken  of  as  the  domicil  of  origin,  is,  ®"g™- 
in  ordinary  cases,  that  of  his  father ;  though  where  a  child 
is  posthumous  or  illegitimate  {d)  the  domicil  of  its  mother 
is  necessarily  taken  to  decide  its  own.  Cases  can  of  course 
be  suggested  where  the  domicil  must  be  decided  by  the 
place  of  birth,  or  even  some  other  place ;  as,  for  instance, 
in  the  case  of  a  child  found  exposed,  whose  parents  are 
unknown.  In  ordinary  cases,  however,  the  domicil  of 
origin  is  that  of  one  of  the  parents,  and  during  legal 
infancy  it  changes  with  that  from  which  it  is  derived. 
Mr.  Westlake  points  out  (P.  I.  Law,  §  37)  that  a  married 
minor  must  be  regarded  as  mi  jwris  for  the  purposes  of 
domicil,  since  on  his  or  her  marriage  a  new  home  is 
founded.  In  such  a  case  the  question  would  appear  to  be 
one  of  fact,  and  if  the  minor,  after  the  ceremony  of  mar- 
riage, continued  to  reside  with  his  or  her  parents,  there 
would  be  no  occasion  to  consider  it,  inasmuch  as  there 
would   be  only  one  locality  to  which  the  domicil  could 

(a)  As  to  the  pofisibilUy  of  a  double  domicil,  see  SomervtUe  v.  SomerviUej 
5  Ves.  749. 

(6)  See  MaUass  v.  McUtass,  1  Eoberts,  74,  and  Munro  v.  Munro,  7  01.  & 
F.  842. 

(c)  Bempde  v.  Johnttone^  3  Ves.  Jan.  201. 

{d)  If,  however,  an  illegitimate  child  have  a  father  whoso  paternity  is 
fixed,  by  acknowledgment  or  otherwise,  the  domicil  of  that  father  attaches 
to  it :  Re  WHghVs  Trusts,  2  K.  &  J.  505. 
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possibly  be  attributed.  It  is  apparent  that  the  domicil 
of  an  orphan  must  be  decided  by  that  of  its  legal  guar- 
dian, and  when  this  test  cannot  be  applied,  it  becomes  a 
question  of  the  place  where  the  child  in  fact  resides.  A 
doubt  has,  however,  been  raised,  whether  the  legal  guardian 
of  an  infant  can  change  its  domicil,  with  the  effect  in 
many  cases  of  bringing  it  under  the  infloence  of  a  law  of 
succession  more  favourable  to  himself.  It  is  quite  clear 
that  when  that  guardian  is  a  surviving  mother,  or  even,  it 
would  seem,  a  step-mother,  and  there  is  no  suggestion 
of  fraudulent  intention,  the  change  can  effectively  be 
made  (a).  In  other  cases,  however,  there  is  more  doubt, 
»nd  Story  suggests  that  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  find 
any  reasonable  principle  by  which  a  guardian,  not  a 
parent,  can  alter  by  a  change  of  domicil  the  right  of 
succession  to  the  minor's  property.  English  law  is  barren 
of  authority  on  the  subject  (5),  but  the  inquiry  as  to  what 
is  sufficient  to  change  the  domicil  of  adults  is  a  more 
fruitful  one,  and  has  given  rise  to  a  mass  of  litigation. 

The  domicil  of  origin  adheres  until  a  new  domicil  is 
acquired  (o),  and  in  the  case  of  an  adult  this  change  is 
effected  by  a  de  facto  removal  to  a  new  place  of  residence, 
AbaDdonment  together  with  an  animus  inanendi  {d).  As  to  thefadinn 
and  transit  ^f  j-gnjoval,  it  is  apparently  now  settled  by  the  case  of 
Udntf  V.  Udny  (e)  that  a  new  domicil  is  not  acquired 
until  the  transit  is  complete,  and  that  when  a  domicil  of 
choice  is  abandoned,  the  domicil  of  origin  revives  until  a 
new  one  is  completely  fixed.  In  Lord  Hatherley's  words 
in  the  case  cited,  a  man  may  not  only  change  his  domicil, 
but  also  abandon  each  successive  domicil  simplioiter,  so 
that  the  original  domicil  simpliciier  reverts;  and  this 
doctrine  nas  accepted  and  approved  by  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  (Sir  G.  Jessel)  in  the  recent  case  of  King  v.  Fox- 

(a)  Potinger  v.  WiglUman,  3  Meriv.  67. 

(&)  Story,  §  506,  n. ;  Burge  on  For.  and  Col.  Law,  pt.  i  c.  2,  pp.  38,  39; 
Robertson  on  Succession,  p.  196. 

(c)  Bell  V.  Kennedy,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  307 ;  Udntj  v.  Udny,  ib.  460. 

(d)  DouglaM  v.  Dougku,  L.  R.  12  Vai   617 ;  IJaldane  v.  Eck/ordy  L.  K. 
8  Kq.  631 ;  De  Btmnevid  v.  De  Bonnevid,  1  Curt.  86*. 

(«)  L.  R.  1  H.  L.,  Hf.  460. 


Domicil  by 
acquisitiou. 


BOMICIL.  1 1 

u«S  (a).     In  the  absence  of  eyidence  the  domicil  of      PabtI. 

origin  must  of  course  be  presumed  to  have  continued,  so        

that  the  harden  of  evidence  will  be  pn  the  party  who  ^^^'  ^^^ 
alleges  its  abandonment  (l).  If  the  domicil  of  origin 
reverts  when  an  acquired  domicil  is  abandoned  without  a 
new  one  being  acquired,  it  would  naturally  follow  that, 
with  regard  to  the  domicil  of  origin  itself,  mere  abandon- 
ment is  not  sufficient  to  divert  it*  In  other  words,  a 
domicil  of  origin  cannot  be  abandoned  unless  and  until  a 
new  one  is  acquired.  Accordingly  it  was  held  by  Lord 
Alvanley,  in  Somerville  v.  SomerviUe  (c),  whose  judgment 
is  cited  with  approval  by  Sir  G.  Oresswell  in  Crookenden 
Y.  FuUer  (<2),  that  *Hhe  original  domicil  is  to  prevail 
until  the  party  has  not  only  acquired  another,  but  has 
manifested  and  carried  into  execution  an  intention  of 
abandoning  his  former  domicil  and  taking  another  as  his 
sole  domicil " — a  didum  the  peculiar  wording  of  which  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  in  Sonierville  v.  Somerville  the  Court 
was  called  upon  to  lay  down  that  for  purposes  of  succession 
a  man  can  have  but  one  domicil.  That  mere  abandonment 
was  not  in  any  case  sufficient  to  divert  domicil  had  been 
held  by  Sir  John  Leach  in  Mvmro  v.  Dimglas  (d),  %nd 
Mr.  Westlake,  in  suggesting  the  theory  that  the  domicil 
of  origin  reverts  in  transitu^  adds  that  be  finds  no  English 
anthority  for  the  proposition,  except  for  the  purposes  of 
prize  cases  in  the  Admiralty  Courts  (/).  The  dicUiy  how- 
ever, in  Udwy  v.  JJdny  and  King  v.  FoxweU  just  adverted 
to  must  now  be  taken  as  decisive  of  the  question.  Mere 
abandonment  divests  all  domicils  except  that  of  origin. 
The  domicil  of  origin  of  necessity  adheres  until  a  new 
one  is  acquired,  as  if  this  were  not  so,  the  man  who  had 
left  the  country  of  his  home  for  the  first  time  would  be 
left  in  iiinere  without  any  domicil  at  all,  a  condition  of 

(o)  L.  R.  1  Ch.  D.  518. 
(6)  Crookenden  v.  FuSer,  29  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  1. 
(c)  5  Ve«.  786. 

Id)  29  L.  J.  8  P.  &  M.    See  Munro  v.  Munro^  7  CI.  &  F.  842  ;  Collier  v. 
Rivaz^  2  Curt.  855 ;  Hodgson  v.  De  Beawh&fne^  12  Moo.  P.  C.  285. 
(«)  5  Madd.  405.  (/)  P.  I.  L.  §  HJ). 
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AnimuB 
reliiujuendL 


Animus 
mariendi. 


things  which  cannot  possibly  exist.  Bat  the  abandoment 
of  the  acquired  domicil  must  of  course  be  complete ;  and 
it  has  been  held  that  a  French  domicil  by  acquisition  is 
not  so  abandoned  by  mere  embarkation  on  a  yessel  bound 
for  England,  the  person  in  question  being  compelled  by 
ill-health  to  re-land,  and  haying  never  in  fEUst  quitted  the 
French  harbour  (a). 

Accompanying  the  fadwn  there  must  necessarily  be 
an  animus  rdinquendi^  or  the  abandonment  would  be  in 
reality  no  abandonment  at  all.  It  is  this  animtM  which 
constitutes  the  whole  difference  between  mere  absence 
Irom  the  domicil  and  its  relinquishment;  and  while  a 
man  may  divest  himself  of  an  acquired  domicil  in  an 
hour  by  crossing  the  territorial  limit  of  the  State  with 
the  intention  of  permanently  quitting  it,  he  may,  without 
such  intention,  wander  over  the  face  of  the  earth  for 
years  and  preserve  his  domiciliary  sUdus  unaffected. 
Subsequent  declarations  will  of  course  be  received  as 
evidence  that  this  animus  rdinquendi  was  absent  when 
the  country  of  the  domicil  was  quitted,  as  in  the  cases  of 
Jopp  Y.  Wood  (I)  and  In  re  Capdevidle  (e);  and  it  is 
clear  that  proof  of  an  animus  manendi  in  the  country  of 
the  new  home  will  conclusively  establish  the  intention  to 
abandon  the  old.  If,  however,  it  is  shewn  that  the  animus 
rdinquendi  or  nor»  revertendi  never  came  into  existence, 
as  in  the  case  of  political  refugees  and  exiles  {d),  it  is  of 
course  unnecessary  to  inquire  further.  The  animus  rdin- 
quendi  is  in  practice  almost  identical  with  the  a/nimus 
manendi,  when  the  latter  exists ;  and  it  is  only  in  cases  of 
mere  abandonment,  according  to  the  principle  stated  in 
TJdm^y  v.  TJd/ny  (e),  that  the  consideration  of  the  former 
by  itself  is  necessary  or  practicable.  Next,  with  regard 
to  the  necessary  animtAs  for  the  acquisition  of  a  new 
domicil,  when  the  transit  to  its  locality  is  complete,  there 

(a)  In  ihe  Goods  of  Raffenel,  32  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  203. 

(/>)  34  L.  J.  Ch.  212.  (c)  33  L.  J.  Ex.  306. 

(d)  CoUier  v.  Rivaz^  2  Curt.  858 ;  De  Bonneval  v.  De  Bonneval,  1  Curt. 
856 ;  Burton  v.  Fisher,  1  Milw.  183. 

(e)  L.  R.  I  H.  L.,  Sc.  452 ;  ante,  p,  10. 
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is  in  theory  no  difficulty.    There  must  be,  in  addition  to      Part  i. 

Persons. 

the  animtu  rum  revertencU  to  the  old  home,  an  animus        ! 

manendi  in  the  new.  In  the  words  of  Dr.  Phillimore,  ^^^-  ^^' 
which  have  been  already  cited,  there  must  be  positive  or 
presumptive  proof  of  an  intention  to  remain  in  the 
locality  chosen  for  an  unlimited  time.  It  may  be  men- 
tioned that  the  oath  of  a  peraon  whose  domicil  is  in 
question  as  to  his  intention  to  change  his  domicil  is  not 
conclusive,  but  is  evidence  for  the  Court  to  take  into 
consideration  (a).  And  in  Manning  v.  Manninff  (h)  the 
affidavit  of  a  husband,  who  petitioned  for  a  divorce,  that 
he  had  settled  in  England  with  an  animtis  manendi,  was 
disbelieved.  Whether  mere  length  of  residence  will  in 
itself  amount  to  such  presumptive  proof  as  is  required 
may  be  doubted  (0),  and  there  must  always  necessarily  be 
other  facts  from  which  such  an  intention  may  be  implied. 

The  "  intention  "  which  is  here  spoken  of  is  necessarily  Animus  or 

1    .  1  X      i*  1  11         Intention  de- 

a  vague  expression,  involving  elements  of  law  as  well  as  ^ue^d  from 
fact,  and  much  difficulty  has  been  felt  in  defining  it  more  ^^^ 
closely.  The  ordinary  rule  that  a  man  must  be  taken  to 
intend  the  legal  consequences  of  his  act,  fails  in  application 
when  the  intention  itself  forms  the  principcd  part  of  the 
act  in  dispute ;  and  it  has  been  argued  with  some  force, 
that  since  a  change  of  domicil  depends  upon  intention 
alone,  an  expressed  intention  to  retain  a  domicil  of  origin 
must  be  given  full  effect,  though  the  intention  to  establish 
a  permanent  home  or  residence  in  the  new  locality  be  put 
beyond  a  doubt  (d).  It  has  been  contended,  and  perhaps 
was  at  one  time  the  law  of  Scotland  (a),  that  in  order  to 
prove  a  change  of  domicil,  it  is  necessary  to  shew  that  the 
person  concerned  intended  to  change  his  civil  status,  to 
give  up  his  position  as  a  citizen  of  one  country,  and  to 
assume  a  position  as  the  citizen  of  another.  The  English 
law,  however,  may  now  be  regarded  as  definitely  settled  on 

(a)  WiUon  v.  Wilaon,  L.  B.  2  P.  &  D.  435.        (&)  L.  B.  2  P.  &  D.  223. 
(c)  Jopp  V.  Wood,  34  L.  J.  Oh.  212. 

IS)  See  Altomey-General  v.  Waldstatt,  3  H.  &  C.  874 :   Moorhowe  v. 
Lard,  10  H.  L.  0.  272,  292  ;  Dotuflaa  v.  Douglas,  L.  B.  12  Eq.  617. 
(c)  Donaldson  v.  McClure,  20  C.  of  Sess.  Ca.  (2nd  Series}  307. 
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Part  l      this  point.    The  intention  required  for  a  change  of  domicil, 

*    as  distinguished  from  the  action  embodying  it,  is  an  in- 

•  ^^*  tention  to  settle  in  a  new  country  as  a  permanent  home ; 
and  if  this  intention  exists  and  is  sufficiently  carried  into 
e£fecty  certain  legal  consequences  follow  from  it,  whether 
such  consequences  were  intended  or  not,  and  CTcn  though 
the  person  concerned  may  have  expressed  a  contrary  wish 
as  to  the  legal  result  of  his  acts  (a).  In  the  words  of 
Bacon,  Y.G.,  it  is  only  necessary  to  shew  that  a  man  has 
established  himself  in  a  country,  meaning  to  reside  there 
all  the  days  of  his  life  (l).  Thus,  where  a  British^bom 
subject  resided  many  years  at  Hamburg  under  cireum- 
stances  which  afforded  eyidence  of  a  domicil  there,  and 
then  made  a  will  in  England,  where  he  was  present  for  a 
temporary  purpose,  in  which  he  declared  that  it  was  not 
his  intention  to  renounce  his  domicil  of  origin  as  an 
Englishman,  it  was  held  that  his  declaration  of  intention 
could  not  prevail  against  the  foreign  domicil  in  fact  (c). 
It  was  said  by  the  Court  in  that  case  that  such  an  expres- 
sion of  intention  amounted  to  a  desire  to  have  two 
domiciLs ;  or  at  any  rate,  to  change  his  domicil  in  fact 
without  submitting  to  the  consequences  in  law.  A  declara^ 
tion  of  intention  to  retain  domieU  itself  being  thus  insuffi- 
cient, it  is  quite  clear  that  a  declared  intention  to  retain 
the  natianalUy  of  origin  will  have  even  less  effect  (d).  The 
latter  declaration,  indeed,  seems  by  itself  to  be  hardly 
evidence  of  that  intention  to  keep  or  transfer  the  perma- 
nent home  which  the  law  looks  for ;  while  an  expressed 
intention  to  retain  domicil  itself  is  undoubtedly  some 
evidence  to  shew  that  domicil  has  been  retained,  though 
it  will  not  be  allowed  to  counter-balance  actual  facts.  In 
some  cases  (a)  it  has  been  held,  no  doubt,  that  an  original 
domicil  has  been  retained  by  the  mere  expression  of  an 

(a)  DougloM  v.  Dotiglas,  L.  R.  12  Eq.  617, 644 ;  Haidane  v.  Eckford,  L.  R. 
8  Eq.  631. 

(h)  Sievemon  v.  Mcuton^  L.  R.  17  Eq.  78. 

{e)  Re  Stem,  28  L.  J.  Ex.  22 ;  3  H.  &  N.  594. 

(d)  Brunei  v.  Brunei,  L.  R.  12  Eq.  2da 

(c)  Jopp  V.  Wood,  34  L.  J.  Ch.  212;  Re  Capdevielle,  33  L.  J.  Ex. 
306. 
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intention  to  letnm  before  death  to  the  residence  which      Pabt  l 

has  been  abandoaed ;   but  the  distinction  to  be  drawn        

between  the  principle  of  these  cases  and  that  which  was  ^^^-  ^^ 
followed  in  Be  Stem  appears  to  be,  that  while  a  man  is 
not  allowed  to  contradict  the  legitimate  inference  from 
his  condnct  by  the  expression  of  a  bare  wish  to  retain  a 
domicil  which  he  has  practically  abandoned,  yet  a  bond 
Jide  declaration  that  he  means  in  fact  to  return  to  his 
original  residence,  will  be  accepted  by  the  law  as  eyidenoe 
that  the  abandonment  has  not  been  complete. 

The  intention  required  for  a  change  of  domicil,  there-  Distinctive 
fore,  is  that  of  settling  in  a  new  country  as  a  permanent  ^^am»Qt 
home  (a) ;  but  then  comes  the  material  question,  what  is  residence  or 
a  permanent  home,  and  how  is  it  to  be  distinguished  from 
a  temporary  one  ?  It  is  not  clear  whether  the  fact  that  a 
foreign  residence  has  been  permanently  adopted  with  a 
view  to  the  acquisition  of  a  fortune^  with  the  ulterior 
design  of  returning  when  that  object  is  attained,  is  suffi- 
cient in  itself  to  prevent  the  place  of  residence  becoming 
that  of  domicil.  According  to  the  view  taken  by  West- 
lake  (P.  I.  Law,  §  38)  it  is  not  (b),  and  this  is  in  accordance 
with  the  later  case  of  AUardiee  r.  Ondow  (e) ;  but  the  con- 
trary was  held  by  Lord  Bomilly  in  1866  (d),  though  it  is 
to  be  noted  that  in  the  last-mentioned  case  there  was  a 
direct  expression  of  an  intention  to  return  to  the  original 
place  of  residence.  The  prospect  of  return  to  their  home 
which  is  cherished  by  political  refugees  is  of  a  more  deter- 
minate character,  and  this,  so  long  as  the  exile  is  involun- 
tary (0),  will  prevent  the  substitution  of  a  new  domicil  for 
that  of  origin  from  being  complete  (/).  The  same  prin- 
ciple, that  an  involuntary  detention  is  destitute  of  the 
requisite  aninms,  is  applicable  to  incarceration  in  prison  (p). 

(a)  Douglas  v.  Douglas^  L.  R.  12  £q.  212 ;  Udny  ▼.  UdnVj  L.  B.  1  H.  L., 
Se.  441. 

(b)  Bruce  v.  Brucey  2  B.  &  P.  229,  n. 

(c)  S3  L.  J.  Ch.  434. 

(d)  Jopp  V.  Wood,  34  L.  J.  Ch.  212. 
(«)  ColUer  V.  Rivaz,  2  Curt.  858. 

' /)  De  BonnevaZ  v.  De  Bormeval,  1  Curt.  856. 
(</)  Burton  v.  Fither,  1  Milw.  183. 
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PabtI.  When  the  residence  is  liable  to  be  interrupted  at  any 
f*'  moment  by  the  intervention  of  another  will,  the  elements 

Gap.  II.  of  domicil  are  incomplete ;  the  animus  being  at  most  con? 

Liability  to  ditional.    Thus  an  officer  in  Her  Majesty's  service,  who 

interruption,  ujj^y  ^|.  ^^^j  ^Jjj^q  y^  required  for  foreign  service,  cannot 

while  no  such  demand  is  made  upon  him  acquire  a  domicil 
abroad  (a) ;  nor  could  an  officer  in  the  East  India  Com- 
pany's employment,  who  was  at  all  times  liable  to  be 
recalled  to  India,  acquire  one  in  England  (b).  But  the 
duty  of  a  peer  of  Great  Britain  to  advise  Her  Majesty 
whenever  she  may  call  for  his  advice,  or  to  attend  the 
House  of  Lords  whenever  his  attendance  there  is  required, 
whether  in  any  sense  a  legal  duty  or  not,  does  not  incapaci- 
tate him  from  abandoning  his  English  domicil  of  origin  and 
acquiring  a  new  domicil  abroad  (c). 
Onus  of  proof.  In  all  cases  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  onus  of 
proof  is  upon  the  party  who  alleges  a  change  of  domi- 
cil (d);  but  it  has  been  held  that  slighter  evidence  is 
required  of  an  intention  to  revert  to  a  domicil  of  origin, 
than  of  an  intention  to  adopt  one  entirely  new  (e). 
Presumptions  In  certain  cases,  however,  the  law  fixes  the  domicil  of 
of  law.  ^^  individual  without  reference  to  intention,  or  the  pre- 

sence of  its  usual  indicia;  though  it  would  be  perhaps 
more  correct  to  say  that  in  certain  cases,  the  law  does  not 
allow  the  presumption  of  intention,  which  it  raises  for  itself, 
to  be  contradicted.  The  most  common  example  of  this 
principle  is  the  rule  that  a  woman  assumes  on  her  mar- 
riage the  domicil  of  her  husband  (/).  How  far  she  may 
afterwards  be  able  to  choose  a  new  domicil  for  herself,  and 
under  what  circumstances  such  a  choice  will  be  recogm'sed, 
is  not  altogether  clear. 

According  to  the  dieta  of    Lord    Cranworth   (g),  in 


(a)  Hodgson  v.  Ve  Beattchesne,  12  Hoo.  P.  G.  285. 
(h)  Attorney-General  v.  PoUinger,  30  L.  J.  Ex.  284;  Craigie  y.  Lewin^ 
3  Curt.  435. 

(c)  EamUton  v.  DaUas,  L.  R.  1  CJh.  D.  257. 

(d)  BeU  V.  Kennedy,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.,  So.  307. 

(e)  Lord  v.  Colvin,  28  L.  J.  Ch.  361. 

(/)  Bremer  v.  Freeman,  10  Moo.  P.  0.  306. 
ly)  7  H.  L.  C.  890. 
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Dolphin  v.  Bobins^  founded  on  the  older   decision    of     PabtL 
WiOiams  v.  Dormer  (a),  and  adopted  with  approval  by  Sir     ^^'"^^' 
R.  Phillimore  in  the  recent  case  of  Le  Sueur  y.  Le     Oaf.  n. 
Sueur  Q))y  a  married  woman   is  undoubtedly  rendered  Domidi  of 
capable  of  acquirins:  a  domicil  distinct  from  her  husband's  carried 

-    *^  TO  ^  woman — when 

by  a  judicial  separation.  In  Dolphm  v.  Bobins^  Lord  dlstinoL 
Cranworth  evinced  an  inclination  to  go  a  step  further. 
*^  I  should  add,"  he  says, ''  that  there  may  be  exceptional 
casesy  to  which  even  without  judicial  separation  the  gene* 
ral  rule  would  not  apply,  as  for  instance,  where  the 
husband  has  abjured  the  realm,  has  deserted  his  wite,  and 
established  himself  permanently  in  a  foreign  country,  or 
has  committed  felony  and  been  transported.  It  may  be 
that  in  these  and  similar  instances  the  nature  of  the  case 
may  be  considered  to  give  rise  to  necessary  exceptions." 
A  similar  conclusion  b  indicated  by  expressions  which  fell 
from  Lord  Eldon  and  Lord  Kedesdale  in  Tovey  v.  lAnd^ 
say  (c),  and  was  adopted,  as  far  as  wilfxd  desertion  by  the 
husband  is  concerned,  by  Sir  B.  Phillimore  in  the  case  of 
Le  Suewt  v.  Le  Sueur  (d)  just  cited,  where  he  said: 
'^  Upon  the  whole,  I  am  disposed  to  assume  in  favour  of 
the  petitioner  the  correctness  of  the  opinion  that  deser- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  husband  may  entitle  the  wife, 
without  a  decree  of  judicial  separation,  to  choose  a  new 
domieil  for  herself;  and  in  coming  to  that  conclusion  I  am 
aware  that  I  am  going  a  step  further  than  judicial  deci- 
sions have  yet  gone."  The  petition  in  that  case  was  dis* 
missed  upon  another  ground,  namely,  that  though  tJie 
wife,  under  such  circumstances,  might  elect  a  domicil  of 
her  own,  she  could  not  make  her  husband  amenable  to  the 
lex  fori  of  her  new  domicil,  and  that  inasmuch  as  neither 
his  domicil  nor  the  place  where  the  marriage  was  contracted 
was  in  England,  the  English  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
dissolve  the  marris^ ;  but  the  principle  was  clearly  indi- 

(a)  2  Bob.  £ccl.  505. 

(b)  L.  B.  1  P.  D.  139.  In  Be  Daly's  Settlement,  25  Beav.  456,  Lord  Bomilly 
had  held  that  a  separation  de  facto  for  thirty  years  was  not  sufficient  to 
confer  an  independent  domicil  on  a  married  woman. 

(c)  1  Dow.  117, 13S,  140.  (d)  L.  B.  1  P.  D.  139. 
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Past  I.      cated,  and  may  now  be  regarded  as  settled.    It  is  hardly 
^*''"^"'     necessary  to  obserre,  after  considering  the  cases  jiist  cited, 
Oiip.  II.     that  a  widow  resumes  on  her  husband's  death  the  power 
of  electing  and  changing  her  domicil  as  if  she  were  a  feme 
sole, 
Beaidefioe  Following  the  principle  which  decides  the  place  of  a 

oflT""^^^  man's  domicil  by  that  of  his  home — ^for  which  phrase, 
indeed,  the  word  may  almost  be  regarded  as  the  legal 
equivalent — it  is  established  that  a  foreign  domicil  is  con- 
ferred by  the  acceptance  of  any  office  which  necessarily 
requires  foreign  residence  (a),  even  although  it  may  also 
involve  occasional  employment  in  other  parts  of  the  world, 
as  in  the  case  of  one  who  enters  the  military  or  naval 
service  of  a  government  This  rule  requires  some  modifi* 
cation  when  applied  to  the  case  of  such  a  sovereign  power  as 
G-reat  Britain,  which  includes  within  its  jurisdiction  several 
countries,  each  able  to  confer  an  independent  domioil  of 
its  own.  A  Scotchman  or  Irishman  entering  the  British 
navy  does  not  thereby  acquire  an  English  domicil  (b),  since 
the  British  navy  is  Scotch  and  Irish  as  well  as  English. 
It  is  hardly  necessary  to  observe,  that  unless  the  residence 
required  by  the  office  is  of  a  constant  character,  it  will  not 
be  residence  at  all  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  and  no  change  of 
domicil  will  be  effected  by  the  acceptance  of  its  dntieSb 
An  apparent  exception  to  the  rule  itself  is  the  case  of 
consular  office,  which  arises  from  the  general  view  taken 
by  international  law  of  the  relation  between  a  consul  and 
the  State  which  he  represents.  A  British  subject  who 
goes  abroad  as  consul  for  his  country  does  not  acquire  a 
foreign  domicil  by  so  doing,  nor  does  the  acceptance  of  a 
British  consulate  by  one  already  domiciled  abroad  confer 
a  British  domicil  upon  the  holder  (o).  On  the  contrary,  a 
foreigner  who  comes  to  England  as  consul  for  the  country 
in  which  he  is  domiciled  retains  his  own  domicil  ex  offietOy 

(a)  Munro  v.  Douglas,  5  Madd.  379 ;  Attorney-General  v.  PoUingeff  SO 
T    J  j»^  284 

(h)  Bfvum  T.  8mWij  21  L.  J.  Ch.  856 ;  Dalhouiie  y.  M^DouaO,  7  CI.  & 
F.  817. 
(0  Sharpe  v.  Criwpin,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  M.  611. 
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however  long  bis  resideDce  in  this  country,  the  role  of     PabtI. 

international  law  on  this  point  appearing  not  to  admit  of       ' 

contradiction  (a).    The  older  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Westlake     ^^^'  ^- 
on  this  subject  (b)  are  to  the  same  effect,  and  the  same 
rule  applies  a  fortiori  to  ambassadors. 

In  addition  to  these  presumptions  of  law,  which  do  not  indicia  of 
admit  of  contradictioD,  there  are  other  facts  which  are  ^°^^^' 
accepted  as  evidence,  more  or  less  conclusive,  where  a 
difficulty  arises  in  deciding  where  residence  has  been  fixed. 
It  is  a  principle  of  common  sense  that  the  place  which  a 
man  has  selected  as  the  home  for  his  wife  and  family 
should  be  regarded,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary, as  that  in  which  he  himself  must  be  considered  to 
reside  (o).  And  this,  in  the  case  cited,  was  held  to  be  so, 
even  though  the  choice  of  residence  was  made  expressly 
at  the  wife's  request,  and  the  house  taken  and  furnished 
at  her  expense.  It  is  always  material,  as  was  said  in  the 
Privy  Council  in  a  recent  case  ((2),  in  determining  what 
is  a  man's  domicil,  to  consider  where  his  wife  and  children 
live  and  have  their  permanent  place  of  residence,  and 
where  his  establishment  is  kept  up.  That  is  the  place  to 
which  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  man  would  go  unless 
incapacitated  from  doing  so  by  business  or  public  duties. 
Next  to  this  test  or  criterion,  but  subordinate  to  it  (e), 
comes  the  rule  which  was  laid  down  in  SomerviUe  v.  8omer» 
viHe  by  Lord  Alvanley  (/).  In  the  case  of  a  nobleman  or 
country  gentleman,  who  has  two  homes  in  different  juris- 
dictions, as,  for  example,  in  the  case  of  a  Scotch  landowner 
with  a  house  in  Belgravia,  who  lives  half  the  year  in  eadi, 
the  mtuation  of  the  country  house  will  be  preferred  to 
that  of  the  town  residence ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  a 
mercliant,  whose  business  lies  in  the  metropolis,  shall  be 
considered  as  having  his  domicil  there,  and  not  in  the 

(a)  Kiboyet  v.  KCboyet,  L.  IL  2  P.  D.  52. 

(6)  MaUas9  v.  MaUaw,  I  Bob.  E.  79 ;  Heath  v.  SavMon,  14  Beav.  441. 
(c)  Aitchiiim  v.  Dixon,  L.  R.  10  £q.  589. 
id)  Piatt  V.  AtU^mey-Oeneral  of  New  South  Wales,  38  L.  T.  74. 
(c)  Forbes  v.  Forhts,  Kay,  341. 

(/)  5  Ve&  jun.  750,  789 ;  and  see  the  cases  cited  from  Denisart,  at  p. 
777. 

C  2 
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Part  I.      country.    The  mere  fact  that  a  man  marries  a  native  of 
the  country  to  which  he  has  transferred  his  residence  is 

^^•P'  9ome  evidence  that  that  residence  is  intended  to  be  pei^ 
manenty  and  therefore  that  a  change  of  domicil  has  been 
made  (a).  So  it  has  been  held  evidence  of  a  change  of 
domicil,  more  or  less  cogent  when  combined  with  other 
material  facts,  that  a  man  should  set  up  a  permanent 
commercial  business  in  a  place,  and  so  fix  his  rertim  ae 
fartwMTwn  9ummam  there ;  that  he  should  obtain  natura- 
lization in  the  new  country,  or  take  steps  preliminary  to 
doing  so;  that  he  should  vote  at  elections  there,  thus 
exercising  the  functions  of  a  resident  citizen;  that  he 
should  accept  local  office  involving  the  necessity  of  taking 
an  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  territorial  sovereign ;  and  that 
he  should  buy  land  in  the  new  locality  to  which  he  has 
transferred  himself  {h).  The  expression  of  a  wish  or 
direction  to  be  buried  in  either  the  old  or  the  new 
country  of  residence  does  not  seem  to  be  a  very  impor* 
tant  circumstance  (e) ;  and  it  would  certainly  appear 
unreasonable  that  a  man's  natural  desire  that  his  remains 
should  rest,  for  example,  in  a  family  vault,  which  perhaps 
he  has  never  visited  in  his  life,  should  affect  the  view 
taken  by  the  law  of  his  actual  domicil  or  civil  status 
whilst  living.  The  facts  cited,  and  all  similar  ones,  will 
be  accepted  as  indicating  that  voluntary  change  of  per- 
manent residence  from  which  the  law  deduces  a  change 
of  domicil ;  but,  as  has  been  already  said  with  reference 
to  political  exiles,  the  change  of  residence  must  be  volun- 
tary. Domicil  cannot  be  founded  upon  compulsory  resi- 
dence, and  there  may  well  be  cases  in  which  even  a 
permanent  residence  in  a  foreign  country,  if  necesMated 
by  the   state  of  the  health,  will  not  operate  upon  the 

domicil  (d).     The  fact,  however,  that  the  preference  for 

« 

(a)  Jhewm  v.  Drevon,  84  L.  J.  Ch.  129, 135 ;  Gomez  v.  Eame$,  Frob. 
Div.  *  TimeB,'  July  9, 10, 1878  (not  yet  reported). 

(6)  Drevon  v.  Drevon,  34  L.  J.  Ch.  129.  For  other  material  facts  indi- 
cating a  change  of  domicil,  see  Whicker  v.  Hume,  7  H.  L.  O.  124. 

(c)  Piatt  V.  Attorney-General  of  New  South  Wales,  38  L.  T.  74 ;  Douglas 
V.  DouqUu,  L.  R.  12  Eq.  617. 

(d)  Hogkirut  v.  Matthews,  8  De  G.  M.  &  G.  13,  28;  Beattie  v.  Johiuu)u 
10  CI.  &  F.  139. 
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the  foreign  residence  arose  from  climatic  or  Taletndinarian      Pabt  I. 
considerations,  wiU  not  deprive  such  pennanent  foreign     ^*'^"- 
residence  of  its  natural  effect    In  the  one  case  the  foreign      G^-lL 
abode  is  determined    by  necessity;    in  the  other,  by 
choice  (a). 

The  variety  of  the  incidents  from  which  a  change  or  Domioil  and 
retention  of  domicil  may  be  inferred  have  now  perhaps  ^^^te, 
been  sufficiently  illustrated.  The  effects  which  domicil  AppK>zimation 
has  in  determining  what  law  shall  be  applied  to  interpret 
a  man's  acts,  or  to  the  distribution  of  his  property,  do  not 
properly  oome  under  the  object  of  this  chapter,  and  will 
be  noticed  in  the  ensuing  portions  of  this  treatise,  as 
occasion  arises.  It  may  be  observed  before  leaving  this 
part  of  the  subject,  that  there  is  a  growing  tendency  to 
regard  the  question  of  domicil  as  of  greater  importance 
than  that  origiaally  attributed  to  it,  in  connection  with 
the  kindred  question  of  national  character.  Every  act  of 
legislation  which  renders  it  easier  for  a  man  to  divest 
himself  of  or  assume  a  particular  nationality  at  pleasure, 
and  which  simplifies  the  formalities  of  such  a  process, 
makes  a  further  step  towards  the  time  when  no  formality 
whatever  will  be  required,  and  when  the  mere  voluntary 
assumption  by  the  individual  of  a  new  domicil  will  be 
accepted  by  the  government  whose  protection  he  has  left, 
no  less  than  by  that  to  which  be  has  declared  his  inten- 
tion of  adhering,  as  equivalent  to  enrolment  among  the 
members  of  the  commuDity  of  which  he  has  become  a 
member,  for  all  intents  and  purposes.  In  the  United 
States,  in  particular,  this  view  has  long  been  gaining 
ground  (b),  as  would  naturally  be  expected  in  a  country 
whose  population  is  so  constantly  being  increased  by 
immigration  from  older  nations;  but  the  principle  has 
never  received  any  recognition  in  English  law,  although 
special  provision  has  been  made  by  the  convention  be- 
tween Her  Majesty  and  the  American  Government  of 

(a)  Boekins  v.  Matthews,  8  De  G.  M.  &  G.  13,  28,  per  Turner,  L.J. 
(6)  See  Wheaton's  Int.  Law.  6th  ed.  p.  132 ;  Story's  Ck)nflict  of  Laws, 
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Pabt  I.      1871,  and  the  Naturalization  (Amendment)  Act  (35  &  86 

'     Vict  c.  39),  referred  to  in  the  preceding  chapter,  for  the 

^^^'  ^^'     renunciation  of  British  nationality  in  favoar  of  that  of  the 
United  States. 
Domicii  for         As  to  domicil  for  testamentary  purposes,  or  with  rela- 
^urpoaes*^   tion  to  sncceision  to  personal  property  on  intestacy,  the 
law  has  been  considerably  modified  by  21  &  25  Vict 
c.  121,  entitled,  ''An  Act  to  amend  the  Law  in  relation 
to  the  Wills  and  Domicil  of  British  subjects  dying  whilst 
resident  abroad,  and  of  foreign  subjects  dying  whilst  re- 
sident in  Her  Majesty's  dominions.'^     By  this  Act  it  is 
provided  that,  subject  to  future  conventions  to  be  made 
with  foreign  states  in  relation  to  its  provisions,  British 
subjects  dying  in  a  foreign  country  shall  be  deemed  for 
all  purposes  of  testate  or  intestate  succession  as  to  mov- 
ables to  retain  the  domicil  they  possessed  at  the  time  of 
going  to  reside  in  such  foreign  country,  unless  they  have 
resided  in  such  foreign  country  for  a  year  at  least,  and 
shall  have  made  a  formal  and  public  written  declaration 
of  an  intention  to  become  domiciled  there  (s.  1).    Simi- 
larly foreigners  dying  in  Great  Britain  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  acquired  a  domicil  here  unless  they  have 
resided  within   Her  Majesty's  dominions  for  the  same 
period  previous  to  their  death,  and  have  made  a  similar 
declaration  of  intention  (s.  2).     It  is  to  be  observed  that 
the  Act  takes  no  effect  of  itself,  but  simply  empowers 
Her  Majesty  to  call  its  provisions  into  effect  by  Order  in 
Council,  after  a  convention  has  been  made  with  the  par- 
ticular foreign  State  concerned  for  that  purpose. 
Statutory  ^t  is  perhaps  doubtful  how  far  it  is  wise  to  call  into 

domicil  objoc- existence  a  statutory  kind  of  domicil  for  a  particular 
purpose,  or  to  deny  that  that  is  domicil  which  international 
law  recognises  as  such.  In  Hamilton  v.  Dallas  (a)  it  was 
contended  that  where  a  foreign  State,  such  as  France,  has 
prescribed  certain  conditions  for  the  acquisition  of  domicil 
within  its  territories  by  foreigners,  no  domicil  can  be 
acquired  for  purposes  of  succession  or  testamentary  dis- 

(a)  L.  R.  1  Ch.  D.  257 ;  Bremer  v.  Freeman,  10  Moo.  P.  C.  306. 
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position  in  that  conntry  nnless  those  conditions  are  com-  Past  I. 
plied  Witt  The  Oode  NapolAm  (Art.  13)  gives  the  right  ^^^ 
of  aoqniring  a  domioil  and  other  eivil  rights  in  France  ^^*  ^ 
only  to  those  foreigners  i^rho  shall  have  obtained  the 
authorization  of  the  Government,  and  cases  (a)  were  cited 
from  the  French  reports  to  shew  that  a  domicil  de  facto 
without  snch  authorization  was  not  regarded  as  sufficient 
to  confer  any  of  the  ordinary  results  of  a  domicil  recog- 
nised by  the  law.  It  was,  however,  held  by  Bacon,  Y.O., 
that  whether  or  not  the  13th  article  of  the  Code  was 
intended  to  prevent  the  acquisition  of  a  domicil  in  France 
for  the  purposes  of  succession,  which  was  not  the  opinion 
of  the  learned  judge,  ^  the  fact  that  a  foreigner  can  acquire 
a  domicil  de  facto  in  France  is  not  for  a  moment  to  be 
called  in  question,  it  requires  no  provision  in  the  Oode 
for  that ;  it  is  a  law  paramount  to  the  law  of  the  Oode, 
not  provided  against  nor  provided  for  in  the  Oode,  but  a 
natural  and  national  right  against  which  there  is  no  inter- 
diction or  prohibition."  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this 
view  is  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  international 
law.  Statutes  which  attempt  to  cut  down  or  enlarge  the 
natural  capacity  of  every  adult  to  acquire  a  domidl  by 
the  requisite  a/nimus  and  faGtrnm^  do  nothing  in  reality 
towards  taking  away  or  conferring  domicil,  strictly  so 
called.  What  they  really  effect  is  an  alteration  in  the 
purposes  for  which  the  test  of  domicil  is  applied  by  the 
legislature  that  passes  them;  and  to  declare  that  some- 
thing less  or  something  more  than  domicil,  as  the  case 
may  be,  shall  in  the  courts  of  that  legislature  decide 
questions  which  private  international  law  refers  to  domicil 
alone.  This  is  one  of  the  very  points  of  difference  between 
nationality  and  domicil,  to  which  Lord  Westbury  calls 
attention  in  TJd^y  v.  Udny  (i).  ^  The  political  sMus  may 
depend  upon  different  laws  in  different  countries ;  whereas 
the  civil  staiw  is  governed  universally  by  one  single  prin- 

(o)  Melizefs  Case,  Dalloz.  1869,  i.  294;  Sumnafia  Owe,  Dalloz.  1872, 
ii.  65 ;  Forgot  Case,  Coiir  de  Cass.  May  4, 1875. 
(6)  L.  R.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  441,  457. 
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Cap.  IL 


Mercantile 
domicil  in 
time  of  war. 


ciple,  namely,  that  of  domicile  which  is  the  criterion  esta- 
blished by  law  for  the  purpose  of  determining  civil  status. 
For  it  is  on  this  basis  that  the  personal  rights  of  the 
party,  that  is  to  say,  the  law  which  determines  his  majority 
or  minority,  his  marriage,  succession,  testacy  or  intestacy, 
must  depend/'  For  international  purposes,  except  where 
regulated  by  special  convention  between  special  States,  as 
provided  by  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  121,  it  would  follow  from 
this  reasoning  that  municipal  legislation  purporting  to 
limit  or  to  enlarge  the  natural  power  of  acquiring  a  do- 
micil  within  the  dominion  of  such  legislation,  should  be 
disregarded.  The  same  question  that  was  decided  in 
HamiUan  v.  Dallas  (a)  had  already  been  determined  by 
Lord  Wensleydale  in  Bremer  v.  Freeman  (&),  but  in  that 
case  the  judgment  went  rather  upon  the  intended  scope 
and  proper  construction  of  the  French  law,  and  not  so 
distinctly  upon  the  paramount  nature  of  the  natural 
right  In  any  event,  a  domicil  so  conferred  by  the  statutes 
of  one  particular  State  would  clearly  not  be  entitled  to 
international  recognition,  and  the  inconveniences  of  a 
double  domicil  would  at  once  be  introduced.  That  a 
man  can  have  but  one  domicil  for  the  purposes  of  suc- 
cession was  clearly  laid  down  by  Lord  Alvanley  in  Somer- 
viUe  V.  SomerviUe  (c),  and  the  principle  has  received  the 
fullest  recognition  since  that  decision  (d). 

The  subject  of  that  mercantile  domicil  or  quasi-domicil, 
which  is  peculiar  to  a  time  of  war,  does  not  properly  come 
within  the  scope  of  the  present  treatise,  but  it  may  be 
useful  to  advert  to  it  here.  Popularly  speaking,  it  is 
sometimes  said  that  the  character  of  private  property  on 
the  high  seas  in  time  of  war  is  decided  by  the  mercantile 
domicil  of  the  owner.  It  is  more  correctly  stated  by 
Wheaton,  that  a  man's  property  may  acquire  a  hostile 
character,  independently  of   his  personal  residence  or 

(a)  L.  R.  1  Ch.  D.  257. 

[h)  10  Moo.  P.  C.  306 ;  see  also  Collier  v.  Bivaz,  2  Curt.  855 ;  Andm-ton 
V.  LanenviOe,  9  Moo.  P.  O.  325. 

(c)  5  Veti.  756. 

(rf)  Crookenden  v.  FuUer,  29  L.  J.  P  &  M.  1  ;  Munro  v.  Munro,  7  CI.  & 
F.  842 ;  Hodgson  v.  J)e  Beawhesne,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  285. 
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naiioDality  (a).    Thus,  if  a  man  carries  on  trade  from  a     ^^^^  ^• 

hostile  port,  as  a  merchant  of  that  port,  his  property        

engaged  in  enterprises  which  have  originated  from  that  ^^^'  ^- 
port  will  be  regarded  as  in  hostile  ownership  (6).  A  man 
may  thus  have  mercantile  concerns  in  two  oonntries,  and 
if  he  acts  as  a  merchant  of  both,  be  mnst  be  liable,  in  a 
prize  court,  to  be  considered  as  a  subject  of  both,  with 
regard  to  the  transactions  originating  respectively  in  those 
countries  (e).  Nor  is  it  necessary,  in  order  to  make  a 
man  a  merchant  of  any  place,  that  he  should  have  a 
counting-house  or  fixed  establishment  there;  if  he  is 
there  himself  from  time  to  time,  and  acts  as  a  merchant 
of  the  place,  it  is  sufficient  (d) ;  though  he  may  of  course 
avoid  this  liability  upon  the  outbreak  of  war  by  with- 
drawing from  and  putting  an  end  to  the  trade  he  has 
hitherto  carried  on  (e). 

SUMMABY. 

Domictt  is  that  relation  of  an  individual  to  a  State  or 
country  which  arises  from  residence  within  its  limits  as  a 
naember  of  its  community.  In  ordinary  language,  that 
country  is  said  to  be  the  country  of  his  domicil,  and  he  is 
spoken  of  as  domiciled  within  it. 

Every  individual  is  regarded  by  the  law  as  domiciled  in 
some  one  country  at  every  period  of  his  life,  and  can  ppi  8, 9. 
only  be  domiciled  in  one  country  at  a  time. 

A  domicil  spoken  of  as  the  domieil  of  origin  attaches  to 
every  individual  at  his  birth.  In  the  case  of  posthumous 
or  illegitimate  children,  the  domicil  of  origin  is  the  do- 
micil of  the  mother  at  the  time  of  the  birth;  in  allP-9* 
other  cases  it  is  regarded  as  derived  from  the  father. 
(The  possible  cases  in  which  the  domicils  of  the  father  and 
mother  may  be  different  haye  been  already  mentioned  (/))• 

(a)  Wbeaion  (Dana),  §  834. 

(b)  The  Indian  Chief,  3  G.  Bob.  12 ;  The  Portland,  8  G.  Rob.  41 ;  The 
Suea,  2  G.  Bob.  255. 

(c)  The  J<mge  KUurina,  5  0.  Bob.  297,  302. 
id)  Ibid.  p.  808,  304. 

(«)  The  Pin-Oand,  3  0.  Rob.  41  :  The  Indian  Chief,  3  C.  Rob.  12. 
(/)  Ante,  p.  17. 
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Part  I.  ^jj^  domicil  of  the  child  continneB  through  legal  in- 

hncj  to  be  that  of  the  parent  from  which  it  was  deriFed, 
and  foUov^s  the  changes  of  the  latter.    An  infant  who 

pp.  9, 10.        marries  and  changes  its  home  must,  for  this  purpose,  be 
regarded  as  aui  juris. 

The  domicil  of  an  orphan  becomes  and  follows  that  of 
its  legal  guardian.  It  is,  however,  doubtful  whether  a 
guardian  by  changing  his  ovm  domicil  can  so  alter  that 
of  the  minor  as  to  affect  the  right  of  succession  to  the 
minor's  property,  at  any  rate  when  there  is  a  fraudulent 
or  self-interested  intention  that  it  shall  be  so  affected, 

p.  10.  The  domicil  of  origin  adheres  until  a  new  domicil  is 

acquired. 

pp.  10-12.  The  domicil  of  origin  is  changed,  in  the  case  of  a  pers<»i 

atU  jwrtBy  by  a  cb  fado  removal  to  a  home  in  a  new 
country,  with  an  animus  non  revertendi  and  an  amnme 
manendi  ;  or  in  the  case  of  a  woman,  by  marrying  a  man 
whose  domicil  is  different  from  her  own, 

A  domicil  which  is  not  the  domicil  of  origin,  but  has 
been  acquired,  is  lost  by  actual  abandonment,  animo  non 
revertendi.  Until  a  new  domicil  is  acquired,  the  domicil 
of  origin  temporarily  reverts. 

When  an  acquired  domicil  has  thus  been  divested,  a 
new  domicil  is  acquired  by  complete  transit  to  a  new 
country,  and  the  establishment  there,  animo  manendi,  of 
a  home. 

pp.  12-16,  The  andmus  manendi  or  non  revertendi  is  a  question  of 

18-21.  fg^^  f^j.  ^i^Q  Court,  as  to  which  neither  a  declaration  ante 
litem  motam,  nor  an  affidavit  post  litem  motoMy  by  the 
person  whose  domicil  is  in  question,  is  conclusive,  though 
all  such  statements  are  evidence  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration. 

p.  16.  The  animus  manendi  will  in  certain  cases  be  a  pre- 

sumption of  law  which  will  not  admit  contradiction. 

pp.  17,  IS.  The  domicil  of  a  married  woman  becomes  and  follows 

that  of  her  husband,  but  in  the  event  of  his  death,  of  a 
divorce,  or  of  a  judicial  separation,  she  becomes  re-invested 
with  the  power  of  acquiring  a  new  domicil  of  her  own. 
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the  same  result  may  probably  be  regarded  as  following     ^^^  ^• 

from  certain  exceptional  circamstances,  such  as  desertion        

by  the  hnsbaud.  _  ^^^  ^ 

Domicil,  for  the  purposes  of  succession  to  movable  pp- 22-24. 
property,  testate  or  intestate,  is  further  regulated  by  24  & 
25  Vict.  c.  121.  By  this  Act  it  is  provided,  that,  subject 
to  conventions  to  be  made  with  foreign  States  for  its  reci- 
procal application,  British  subjects  dying  in  a  foreign 
country  shall  be  deemed,  for  all  purposes  of  testate  or  in- 
testate succession  as  to  movables,  to  retain  the  domicil 
they  possessed  at  the  time  of  going  to  reside  in  such 
foreign  country,  unless  they  have  resided  in  such  foreign 
country  for  a  year  at  least  before  the  death,  and  shall 
have  made  a  formal  written  declaration  of  an  intention  to 
become  domiciled  there.  Similar  provisions  are  made 
with  regard  to  the  subjects  of  foreign  States  dying  in 
Great  Britain. 
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Pabt  I.  CHAPTER  III. 

Pkrbonb. 

OaTiii.  capacity. 

Capacity  and  The  question  of  the  capacity,  or  rather  the  incapacity,  of 
tLeories  as  to.  persoBs,  ig  one  of  which  it  is  difficult  to  gather  anything 
like  a  Batisfactory  view  from  the  isolated  decisions  on  the 
subject  to  be  found  in  English  law.  All  indiyidualB,aboat 
whom  nothing  more  is  known  than  that  they  are  members 
of  a  particukr  community,  are  presumed  by  the  law  to 
be  as  capable  of  regulating  their  own  actions,  entering  into 
contraots,  and  disposing  of  their  own  property,  as  their 
neighbours.  Infants,  however,  and  persons  of  unsound 
mind,  are  regarded  in  every  civilized  country  as  labouring 
under  a  certain  incafocUy^  for  most  of  these  purposes ; 
and  the  declarations  of  this  incapacity,  which  are  made  by 
the  law  properly  claiming  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  may 
be  regarded  as  stamping  a  certain  mark  upon  the  person 
for  the  information  of  other  tribunals  and  communities. 
How  far  this  mark  will  be  regarded  by  them,  or  in  other 
words,  how  far  the  declarations  of  incapacity  made  by  a 
foreign  law  are  to  be  recognised  as  valid  and  binding,  is  a 
branch  of  international  jurisprudence  upon  which  little 
agreement  is  to  be  found.  The  conflicting  opinions  of  the 
jurists  may  be  perhaps  conveniently  regarded  under  two 
main  heads,  directly  opposed  to  each  other;  the  first 
springing  from  the  theoretical  division  of  all  laws  into  real 
and  personal  (a).    The  writers  of  this  school  agree  in  con- 

(a)  A  distinction  formnlated,  probably  for  the  first  time,  by  BartoloB, 
in  the  14th  century,  who  classifiea  statntes  as  real  and  pBrumaly  according 
to  the  arrangement,  obviously  often  accidental,  of  the  subject  and  predicate 
in  the  enacting  sentences. — BarU  Cod.  I.  1. 
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sidering  that  personal  laws,  or  laws  directed  m  personam,     Past  I. 

impress  certain  fixed  qualities  upon  the  person,  which        ' 

adhere  to  it  wherever  it  is  removed  and  must  be  recog-  ^^-  ^^^' 
nised  by  the  tribunals  of  all  jarisdictions  alike.  This  per- 
sonal law,  according  to  Hertios  (De  Coll.  Leg.  §  4),  is  the 
law  of  that  State  to  which  the  person  is  subject  by  domicile 
and  extends  not  only  to  the  acts  of  the  individual,  wherever 
done,  but  to  his  dealings  with  property,  real  as  well  as 
personal,  wherever  situate.  BouUenois  (a),  Bouhier  (b), 
Bodenburg  and  P.  Yoet  (e)  (the  last-named,  however,  dis* 
tinguishing  between  the  operation  of  the  principle  with 
regard  to  reed  and  perwnal  property)  lay  down  a  similar 
rale.  As  to  the  question  how  far  a  change  from  the 
domicil  of  origin  may  alter  the  qualities  which  have  been 
once  impressed  by  the  proper  domiciliary  law,  the  views 
of  the  older  jurists  are  so  conflicting  that  there  is  little 
object  in  quoting  from  them« 

The  theory  exactly  opposed  to  that  of  which  mention 
has  just  been  made,  is  that  which  denies  to  the  laws  which 
r^ulate  the  capacity  and  sUUw  of  persons  subject  to  them 
any  extra-territorial  operation  whatever.  Such  laws  are, 
according  to  this  view,  the  mere  eyes  by  which  the  legis- 
lature sees  the  persons  who  come  under  its  notice,  and  can 
only  present  one  kind  of  image  to  its  perception.  This 
theory  has  been  by  no  means  so  generally  adopted  as  the 
former  one,  and  the  younger  Yoet  {d)  is  perhaps  its  best 
known  advocate.  It  is  obviously  capable  of  being  modified 
into  one  more  in  accordance  with  the  views  of  English 
jurisprudence,  namely,  that  the  tribunals  of  one  State, 
when  considering  acts  done  within  the  limits  of  another  by 
persons  there  domiciled,  will  refer  to  the  laws  of  that 
other  State  all  questions  of  the  capacity  of  the  persons  in 
relation  to  those  acts,  but  will  not  allow  the  foreign  laws 
in  question  so  to  operate  as  to  come  into  collision  with 
their  own  regulations  for  persons  properly  their  subjects. 

A  departure  from  both  these  theories  is  to  be  seen  in 

(a  I  BoullenoiB,  Priiic.  Gen.  pp.  4,  5,  6.    (c)  P.  Voet,  De  Stat.  §  4,  cli.  2. 
(6)  Bouliier,  Gout.  ch.  23.  {d)  Voet  ad  Pand.  I.  iv.  7. 
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Paft  I.      the  French  law  on  the  suhject  (Code  Civil,  Art.  3)  which 

'     provides  that  all  quegtioDs  of  itaivA  and  domicil,  in  the 

^^^-  ^^^'     case  of  French  subjects,  even  though  domiciled  abroad^ 
shall  be  referred  to  French  law  as  the  law  (^  their  wiiiv^ 
(dUy ;  but  the  view  more  commonly  adopted  on  the  con- 
tinent is  that  which  regards  the  domiciliary  law  as  the  one 
properly  applicable* 
Incapacity  diB-     The  vicws  hitherto  taken  by  English  law  of  the  quea- 
from^pioMbi-  ^'^^  ^^  capacity  are  somewhat  perplexing,  a  state  of  things 
tion.  for  which  the  loose  and  inaccurate  extension  of  the  term 

beyond  its  proper  meaning  is  perhaps  responsible.  It  has 
already  been  said  that  the  word  can  mean  nothing  more 
in  strictness  than  the  normal  and  ordinary  condition  of  all 
human  beings.  To  say  that  a  man  is  of  full  capacity  is 
to  say  simply  that  he  is  of  foil  age,  and  is  in  foil  posses* 
sion  of  his  faculties.  Superadded  to  this  meaning  comes 
a  purely  conventional  one,  whose  effect  becomes  intelligible 
only  by  observing  its  negations.  This  supplem^itary 
meaning  of  the  word  signifies  that  the  person,  whose 
capacity  is  under  consideration,  is  not  the  subject  of  any 
of  the  prohibitions  or  deprivations  of  the  laws  which 
actually  govern  him  and  his  actions.  More  accurately, 
that  he  is  not  affected  by  the  deprivations  and  prohibi- 
tions of  law  otherwise  and  more  stringently  than  the  other 
reasonable  adults  by  whom  he  is  surrounded.  Where  a 
deprivation  or  a  prohibition  is  general  in  its  effect,  it 
imposes  no  incapacity  upon  any  one.  It  does,  however, 
occasionally  happen  that  a  prohibition,  which  in  in  reality 
universal,  is  apparently  particular ;  and  that  a  man  is  pro- 
hibited from  a  complex  act  which  seems  at  first  sight  to 
be  one  permissible  to  others.  For  example,  A.  wishes  to 
marry  B.,  his  deceased  wife's  sister,  but  the  English  law 
prohibits  him  from  doing  so.  Inasmuch  as  C,  D.,  E.,  and 
all  the  rest  of  the  alphabet  may  marry  B.,  if  they  and  she 
like,  A.  may  be  said,  in  a  certain  loose  sense  of  the  term, 
to  be  incapacitated  by  English  law  from  that  act.  Strictly 
speaking,  this  is  incorrect.  Marriage  with  a  deceased 
wife's  sister,  the  act  in  A.'s  mind,  is  universally  prohibited 
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by  English  law,  and  neither  A.  nor  anybody  else  may  do     ^^^  ^j 

it.    It  is  true  that  any  other  man  not  similarly  related  to        ' 

her  may  marry  B.  bat  if  any  other  man  married  her,  he  C*^-  ^ 
would  not  be  doing  that  prohibited  act  which  A.  desires 
to  do.  A/s  capacity,  therefore,  is  not  in  any  way  affected 
by  the  prohibition.  It  will  be  seen,  however,  that  the 
distinction  between  a  prohibition  and  an  incapacity  is 
sometimes  sufficiently  fine  to  iuvolTe  a  certain  amount  of 
confusion. 

On  the  question  of  oapaoUy  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  Capacity 
term,  i.6.,  the  capacity  of  a  sane  adult  to  do  a  lawful  act,  ^^^/'^ew. 
the  English  authorities,  though  scanty,  have  not  hitherto 
been  discordant  According  to  Surge  (a),  Story  (b),  and 
Westlake  (c),  the  law  of  the  plaee  where  an  act  is  done,  or 
a  eowtract  entered  inio,  is  the  proper  law  to  decide  all 
questions  of  minority  or  majority,  competency  or  incom- 
pet^icy,  and  in  fact  all  matters  of  datus  and  capacity 
whatever.  On  the  question  of  the  full  age  which  enables 
a  man  to  bind  himself  by  a  contract,  Lord  Eldon  held  the 
same  at  Nisi  Prius  (d).  In  Buding  v.  Smtth  (e),  which  was 
eventually  decided  upon  a  different  principle,  the  opposite 
view  was  strongly  pressed  upon  Lord  Stowell,  who  expressly 
guarded  himself  against  being  supposed  to  accept  it.  ^*  I 
do  not  mean  to  say,"  he  observes  in  his  judgment,  *^  that 
Huber  is  correct  in  laying  down  as  universally  true,  that 
^pereonales  qtuditaiee,  alieni  in  certo  loeo  jure  impreeeas^ 
tUnque  cirewmferri^  et  personam  comUari^  that  a  man,  being 
of  age  in  his  own  country,  is  of  age  in  every  other  country, 
be  the  law  of  majority  in  that  country  what  it  may."  And 
in  Sinonin  v.  Maillae  (/),  Bir  Cresswell  Gresswell  says 
clearly,  **  In  general  the  personal  competency  or  incom- 
petency of  individuals  to  contract  has  been  held  to  depend 
upon  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made/^ 

These  authorities  are  at  any  rate  sufficiently  cogent  to 
render  rather  startling  a  dietum  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  in 

(a)  Barge,  Col.  Law,  i.  c.  4,  p.  132.  (d)  Male  v.  Bdberts,  3  Esp.  163. 

(6)  Story,  Confl.  of  Laws,  §  103.  (e)  2  Hagg.  Cons.  371,  389. 

(c)  Westlake,  §  401.  (/)  2  8w.  &  Tr.  67  (1860). 
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Pam  I.     the  ieo6Dt  case  of  Soitomayor  v.  Be  Barrtm  (a),  where  it 

'     was  said  to  be  ^'  a  well-reoognised  principle  of  law/'  that 

Oap.  Ill,  |.j^g  question  of  personal  capacity  to  enter  into  any  con- 
Capacity  and  tract  was  to  be  decided  by  the  law  of  domicil.  The  qnes- 
^•{i-,'.  *  tion  in  that  case  was  simply  of  the  validity  of  a  marriage 

entered  into  in  England  between  two  Portuguese  first- 
cousins,  prohibited,  Uke  all  other  first-cousins,  from  inter- 
marrying by  the  law  of  Portugal.  Accordiug  to  the 
analysis  of  the  word ''  capacity/'  which  has  been  attempted 
above,  this  was  not  a  question  of  capacity  at  all,  but  of 
the  legality  of  an  act ;  and  it  will  be  shewn  when  discuss- 
ing the  subject  of  contract  (b),  that  the  so-called  marriage 
contract,  if  a  contract  at  all  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  is  a 
contract  of  a  very  different  nature  from  that  between 
veudor  and  purchaser,  master  and  servant.  On  the  ques- 
tion, therefore,  of  the  legality  of  a  marriage  prohibited  by 
a  certain  law,  a  dietvm  as  to  the  personal  capacity  of  a 
man  to  contract  was  doubly  superfluous,  especially  as  it 
will  be  seen  below  (o)  that  the  decision  could  in  fact  have 
been  supported  on  a  sound  foundation  of  less  questionable 
material.  Nevertheless,  as  the  most  recent  utterance  of 
the  English  Court  of  Appeal  on  the  subject  now  under 
consideration,  it  cannot,  of  course,  be  disregarded.  The 
actual  decision  in  Sottomayor  v.  De  Barro$  by  no  means 
requires  that  it  should  be  extended  to  contracts  in  the 
sense  of  commercial  agreements,  and  it  is  to  be  hoped 
that  the  mist  it  has  thrown  over  this  particular  branch  of 
the  subject  will  soon  be  dispelled.  It  has  just  been  said 
that  the  cases  turning  on  the  so-called  capacity  to  con- 
tract marriage  are  not  properly  cases  involving  capacity 
at  all.  Their  consideration  will  therefore  be  postponed 
for  the  present  (d),  and  the  decision  in  Sottomayor  v.  De 
Barroe  has  only  been  referred  to  for  the  sake  of  the 
dietum  which  has  just  been  shewn  to  be  at  least  question- 
able. Except  so  far  as  that  dieiwn  may  be  regarded  as 
qualifyiDg  it,  the  rule  as  to  the  capacity  of  a  person  to  do 

(a)  37  L.  T.  415.  (r)  In/rh,  pp.  48-53. 

(6)  Infra,  Chap.  VIII.  (ii.)  (a).  (ri)  Infra,  Chap.  VIII.  (ii.) 
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an  act  or  enter  into  a  contract  appears  clearly  enongh  to     Pabt  I. 

be,  that  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  act  is  done  or  the       ' ^ 

contract  entered  into  must  prevail  The  capacity  of  a  ^^'  ^^- 
married  woman  to  contract  in  her  own  name  depends  of  Capacity  of 
conrse  npon  the  law  which  goyems  the  relation  created  JJJJi"^*^ 

^  vW  ^r  AABW4A      ^^%^ 

by  the  marriage,  i.e.,  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil.  oontnot 
The  decision  in  Oitepratie  v.  Tounff  (a),  which  appears  at 
first  sight  from  the  head-note  to  be  an  anthority  for 
referring  capacity  to  contract  to  the  law  of  the  domicil,  is 
not  so  in  reality.  In  that  case  not  only  was  the  locality 
where  the  marriage  was  celebrated,  and  where  the  husband 
had  his  domicil»  French ;  bat  the  husband  and  wife  had 
before  marriage,  by  the  nuptial  contract  itself  adopted 
the  provisions  of  the  Code  Civil  as  the  basiff  of  their 
matrimonial  rights  (pour  bate  de  leur  ossotHcUian  eaf^ttgale)^ 
with  elaborate  provisions  as  to  the  allotment  of  the  dotal 
property.  The  question  was  not»  therefore,  whether 
Madame  Guepratte  had  eapaoUy  to  contract  in  England, 
in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word,  but  whether  the  nuptial 
contract,  which  defined  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the 
marriage  npon  the  property  of  the  contracting  parties, 
allowed  or  authorized  her  to  do  so.  Marriage  itself  is  not 
a  contract  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  term,  but  there  is 
in  every  marriage  such  an  implied  contract^  providing  for 
the  future  rights  of  the  parties  in  each  other^s  goods. 
Here  the  ordinary  implied  contract  was  formulated  in 
writing,  and  expressly  adopted  the  Code  Oivil  as  its  con- 
trolling  law.  The  law  of  France  was  therefore  the  proper 
one  to  determine,  not  the  oapaditf  of  the  wife  to  contract 
in  England,  but  her  riphi  to  contract  at  all. 

Next,  with  regard  to  questions  of  pure  capacity  or  in*  Capacity  apart 
capacity,  where  there  is  no  act  or  contract  to  the  law  of  ^^^^^/^ 
the  place  ci  which  the  matter  can  be  referred,  it  appears 
clear  that  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  person  should 
prevail.  In  such  a  case  there  is  no  law  to  compete 
with  it  but  the  law  of  the  forum,  which  cannot  justly 
claim  to  decide  anything  beyond  matters  of  procedure* 

(a)  4  De  G.  ft  S.  217. 

D 
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Past  I.  and  lemedy.  Aocordiagly,  in  the  case  <^  Be  HeUnurnn's 
WiU  (a),  where  a  testator^  domiciled  ip  England,  had 

Oaf,  iil  devised  legacies  to  children  domiciled  and  resident  in 
Hamburg,  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  held,  on  the  application 
of  the  executors,  that  the  age  at  which  the  children 
■were  to  be  considered  as  having  attained  their  majority 
was  to  be  decided  by  the  law  of  Hamburg,  but  refused 
to  recognise  the  authority  which  that  law  gives  to  the 
father  to  receive  such  legacies  as  guardian  for  his  infant 
children.  The  domicil  of  the  testator  being  English, 
and  the  funds  being  also  in  England,  the  Court  was 
of  course  justified,  from  one  point  of  view,  in  refuging  to 
pay  the  money  over  except  in  the  manner  contemplated 
by  English  law,  which  governed  the  will.  Neverthelees, 
it  appears  at  first  sight  a  little  inconsistent  to  have  ac^ 
oepted  the  limit  at  which  natural  incapacity  ceased  as 
determined  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  legatees,  but 
to  have  refused  to  recognise  the  powers  of  guardianship 
Qonferred  by  the  same  law  on  the  father  as  a  modification 
of  the  incapacity  which  it  prolonged.  The  seeming  in- 
consistency, however,  is  a  natural  result  of  the  view  taken 
by  English  law  as  to  the  rights  of  foreign. tutors,  curatoiSy 
and  guardians,  which  wiU  be  considered  immediately.  The 
decision  in  Be  HeUmann^s  WiU  is  quite  in  acccwdance  with 
the  leading  case  of  Doglioni  v.  Crispin  (i).  There,  the 
decision  of  a  F(»rtugnese  Oourt  that  an  Englishman  domi- 
ciled in  Portugal  was  a  pion^  or  plebeian,  and  not  of  noble 
rank,  and  that  his  illegitimate  son  was  therefore  entitled 
by  Portnguese  law  to  succeed  to  his  personal  property  ob 
iniedato,  was  accepted  and  acted  upota  by  the  judge  of  the 
English  Ooart  of  Probate,  whose  decision  was  confirmed  by 
the  House  of  Lords.  It  is  to  be  obs^ved,  however,  that 
in  that  case  the  Porti^uese  law,  being  the  law  ot  the 
intestate's  domicil,  was  strictly  entitled  to  regulate  aU 
ihe  questions  connected  with  the  succession  to  his  mov- 
able pro{>erty,  the  quasi-capacity  or  siatus  of  the  intestate 
being  <mly  one  of  them.    On  the  mere  question  of  capacity  • 

(o)  L.  B.  2  Eq.  363.  (6)  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  301. 
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or  ineapacitj.  ttnoonnected  with  any  act  or  contract  done     Part  i. 

in  EDgland,  some  additional  authority  in  favour  of  accept*        f^ 

ing  the  decision  of  the  law  of  the  domidl  may  be  gathered     Cap^iil 

from  the  jadgment  of  Lord  Campbell  in  Stuart  y.  Bate  (a), 

speaking  with  reference  to  the  Scotch  law  of  majority. 

The  lunaey  of  a  person  domiciled  abroad  will  seldom  be 

prc^KMied  for  the  recognition  of  an  English  Court  except 

under  some  special  statute,  the  object  and  scope  of  which 

must  be  considered.    In  Ex  parte  Lewis  (h),  the  fact  that 

a  person  domiciled  in  Hamburg  had  been  found  a  lunatic 

by  the  competent  court  there  was  held  sufficient  to  make 

him  a  lunatic  in  England  within  the  meaning  of  4  Geo.  II. 

c.  10.    In  the  subsequent  case  howeyer  d  Sylva  v.  Da 

Costa  (e)y  a  person  found  lunatic  abroad  under  a  proceed* 

ing  in  the  nature  of  a  Commission  of  Lunacy  was  held  not 

to  be  so  within  the  proyisions  of  86  Geo.  IIL  c.  90. 

Closely  connected  with  the  question  of  the  capacity  of  Bepresenta- 
the  person  comes  that  of  the  powers  and  rights  of  those  ^I^tat^T^ 
who  are  appointed  by  his  domiciliary  law  as  the  represent  penons. 
tatiyes  and  guardians  of  his  interests.  It  has  been  already 
seen  from  Be  Hdlmamis  WiU  that  these  powers  and  rights 
will  9oty  in  their  entirety  at  least,  be  recognised  in  Eng- 
land*  This  may  be  regarded  as  a  natural  consequence  of 
the  proposition  that  the  lex  loci  preyails  as  to  questions  of 
capacity  when  any  act  done  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
domiciliary  law  is  in  question,  since  the  persons  claiming 
those  rights  and  powers  before  an  English  Court  can  only 
do  so  with  the  yiew  of  exercising  them  in  England.  Ac- 
cordingly,  it  was  decided  in  Johnstone  y.  Beattie  (d)  that 
foreign  tutors  and  curators  haye  no  right  or  authority  in 
this  country,  and  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  jnrisdic* 
tion  to  appoint  an  English  guardian  of  an  infant  whose 
presence  in  England  was  transient  only,  and  whose  domicii 
and  real  property  were  Scotch.  Lord  Cottenham,  in  his 
judgment  in  that  case,  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 

(a)  9  H.  L.  C.  467;  See  also  per  Lord  Weitbuiy  in  Udwy  t.  Udny, 
L.  R  1  H.  L.,  8o.  457. 

(b)  1  Yes.  Ben.  29S.  (o)  8  Yes.  816.  *    (d)  10  Gl.  &  F.  42. 

D  2 
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PartT.     Court  of  Cbanceiy,  if  it  recognised  foreign  tutors  as 

*"""•     guardians  in  England,  might  in  effect  have  to  administer 

Cap,  IIL     foreign  laws  (p.  113),  and  denied  that  any  agreement  in 

BeoogDition  of  fieiTOur  of  such  a  practice  was  to  be  drawn  from  the  &ct  at 

dSmfop*^**^  the  pairia  potestas  being  recognised  in  the  case  of  foreign 

curaton.         children  by  the  English  Courts. 

**  This  illustration  **  (he  continues)  ^  proves  directly  the 
reverse ;  for  although  it  is  true  that  the  parental  autho- 
rity over  such  a  child  is  recognised,  the  authority  so 
recognised  is  only  that  which  exists  by  the  law  of  England* 
Iff  by  the  law  of  the  country  to  which  the  parties  be- 
longed (a),  the  authority  of  the  father  was  much  more 
extensive  and  arbitrary  than  it  is  in  this  country,  is  it  to 
be  supposed  that  the  father  would  be  permitted  here  to 
transgress  the  power  which  the  law  of  this  country  allows  ? 
If  not,  then  the  law  of  this  country  regulates  the  autho- 
rity of  the  parent  of  a  foreign  child  living  (b)  in  England, 
by  the  laws  of  England,  and  not  ly  the  laws  of  ihe  wmiry 
to  which  the  child  lehnffs." 

How  much  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Johnstone  v.  Beaiiie  must  be  taken  to  have  decided,  is 
well  explained  by  Lord  Cranworth  in  the  case  of  Stuart 
V.  Btcte  (c) :  ^  Perhaps  it  might  have  been  a  decision  more 
consonant  to  the  principles  of  general  law  to  have  held  in 
Johnstone  v.  Beattie  that  every  country  would  recognise 
the  statm  of  guardian  in  the  same  way  as  it  undoubtedly 
would  the  status  of  parent,  or  of  husband  and  wife  (d). 
But  ....  all  that  was  decided  there  was,  that  the  status 
of  guardian  not  being  recognised  by  the  law  of  this 
country  unless  constituted  in  this  country,  it  was  not  a 
matter  of  course  to  appoint  a  foreign  guardian  to  be 
English  guardian,  but  that  that  was  only  a  matter  to  be 
taken  into  consideration.  That  was  all  that  was  decided 
in  that  case."  The  principle,  however,  that  the  foreign 
guardian  cannot  daim  recognition,  appears  to  be  well 

(a)  Semble,  by  domicil. 

(by  The  facts  of  the  pariiealar  case  shew  that  this  woid  was  not  here 
need  as  equivalent  to  domiciled. 
(c)  9  H.  L.  C.  440.  (d)  See  infra,  p.  48,  8q. 
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established,  and  was  followed  by  Lord  Cranworth  in  Pjustl 
Dawson  v.  Jay  (a),  where  an  application  by  an  American  ^^""^^ 
guardian  to  be  allowed  to  take  his  ward  out  of  the  jaris-  Oap.  m. 
diction  was  refused.  So  in  Johmtone  v.  BeaiUe  it  is  pointed 
out  by  Lord  Cottenham  as  dear  that  a  foreign  committee 
of  a  lunatic  has  not»  and  cannot  claim,  the  same  authority 
in  any  other  country  that  he  has  in  that  where  he  was 
appointed.  Nevertheless,  the  appointment  of  a  guardian 
or  committee,  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  infant  or 
lunatic,  will  be  regarded  with  respect,  if  not  followed  as  a 
matter  of  convenience,  by  an  English  Court,  as  was  pointed 
out  by  Lord  Cranworth  in  the  passage  from  SiuaH  v. 
Buie  (b)  already  quoted.  In  Nugent  y.  Vetsera  (c)  Vice- 
chancellor  Page  Wood  appointed  Exiglish  guardians  of 
children  only  transiently  present  within  the  jurisdiction, 
**  without  prejudice  "  to  the  rights  of  the  foreign  guardian. 
And  in  the  subsequent  cases  of  Maekie  v.  Darling  (d)  and 
In  re  Gamier  (a),  the  title  of  a  e^Mratcr  bonis  appointed  by 
foreign  law  received  a  partial  recognition.  The  title  of 
such  personal  representatives  of  persons  under  incapacity 
to  the  personal  chattels  of  the  infant  or  lunatic  in  England 
depends  upon  the  lex  domieUii  as  governing  the  general 
assignment  of  movable  property  from  which  such  title 
flows  (/). 

SUMMARY. 

Where  the  lea  loei  of  an  act  or  a  contract  competes  with 
the  lex  domieUii  of  the  person  with  regard  to  his  capacity, 
the  former  prevails.  PP-  ^^"^ 

(Except  so  far  as  this  rule  may  be  regarded  as  modified 
or  contradicted  by  the  isolated  dictwn  in  Sottomayor  v. 
De  BarroBy  referred  to  above,  p.  32.) 

Where  there  is  no  act  or  contract  in  any  particular 
place  to  invite  the  competition  of  a  lex  loei^  but  the  ques- 
tion is  one  of  the  mere/<ak^  of  capacity,  the  decision  of  the  ppw  38-35. 

(a)  3  De  6.  M.  ft  6.  764 ;  Ex  parU  Watkint,  2  Yes.  Sen.  470. 

(b)  9  H.  L.  C.  440.  (e)  L.  R.  2  Eq.  704. 
id)  L.  U.  12  Eq.  319.  (e)  L.  R.  13  Eq.  532. 
(/)  Infra,  Chap.  VII.  (ii.) 
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Paat  I.     law  of  the  domicil  will  be  aooepted  in  preference  to  that 
'^^  '     of  the  lexjbri. 

Cap.  IIL  B^t  even  though  a  personal  incapaoityy  as  defined  by 
pp.  85, 36.  the  foreign  law  of  the  domicile  be  recognised  by  English 
laWy  the  ttaius,  rights,  and  powers  of  the  persons  appointed 
by  that  foreign  law  to  supplement  that  incapacity  as 
guardians,  tutors,  curators,  or  oommiltees,  cannot  claim 
or  expect  as  a  right  a  similar  recogniticm.  No  such  rights 
or  powers  extend  beyond  the  JQri8dicti<m  of  the  law  which 
ereated  them, 
p,  ^.  The  creation  of  such  rights  and  powers  by  a  foreign  law 

is  nevertheless  a  fact  to  be  taken  into  consideration  by  an 
English  Court,  which  will  protect  or  even  be  guided  by 
those  rights  and  powers  where  it  may  seem  expedient 
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CHAPTER  IV.  Pami. 

PEBflONa 


LSaiTIHAOY  AND  3CABBIAQE.  q^  jy 

Closely  connected  with  what  has  been  called  capacity  is  SnooeBaion  to 

the  subject  of  legitimacy,  which  generally  becomes  im-  moyable^' 

portant  in  connection  with  the  right  of  inheritancoi  and  estate. 

on  this  qaestion  the  law  of  England  is  peculiar.    So  far 

as  succession  to  real  estate  or  immoyables  is  concerned, 

it  was  decided  in  Doe  d,  Birtwhistle  y.  Vardill  (a),  that 

the  requisitions  of  both  the  lex  sUtts  and  the  lex  domicilii 

must  be  complied  with ;  in  other  words,  that  a  man  to 

succeed  to  English  land  must  be  legitimate  not  only  by 

English  law,  but  also  by  his  personal  law,  or  the  law  of 

his  domicil.    According  to  Lord  Cran worth,  however,  in 

Shaw  V.  Qovid  (6),  the  judges  in  Doe  v.  Vardill  inclined  to 

the  opinion  that  for  purposes  other  than  succession  to  real 

estate,  as  controlled  by  the  Statute  of  Morton  (20  Hen.  III. 

c.  9),  the  law  of  domicil  would  decide  the   question  of 

status  inyolved.     That  this  was  the  Scotch  law  had  been 

already  decided  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Daihousie  v. 

M^DothUI  (o)  and  Mimro  v.  Mimro  (d),  where  it  was  held 

that  the  child  of  a  domiciled  Scotchman,  born  in  England 

before  the  marriage  of  his  parents,  was  legitimated  by 

the  subsequent  marriage  of  his  parents  in  England,  so  as 

to  succeed  to  realty  situate  in  Scotland.    It  was  expressly 

said  in  the  judgment  in  these  cases  (which  were  argued 

together)  that  neither  the  law  of  the  place  of  the  birth, 

nor  of  that  of  the  subsequent  marriage,  had  any  bearing 

(a)  7  Cl.  &  F.  895  ;  and  afl  to  BUCceMion  under  3  &  4  WiU.  4,  c.  106,  see 
In  re  Don's  Estate,  27  L.  J.  Gh.  99. 

(b)  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  p.  70 ;  37  L.  J.  Ch.  483. 

(c)  7  Cl.  &  F.  817.  (d)  7  Cl.  &  F.  842. 
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Pabt  I.      upon  the  question,  which  was  decided  by  the  fact  that  the 
"^'"'     domicil  of  the  father  had  been  Scotch  thronghont.     In 

^^^'  i^'  the  words  of  Lord  Gottenham,  "  the  qaestion  in  such 
cases  must  be,  can  the  legitimation  of  the  children  be 
effected  in  the  country  in  which  the  father  is  domiciled 
at  their  birth?  for  their  legitimacy  must  be  decided  by 
the  law  of  that  country  once  for  all."  In  Shedden  t. 
Patrick  (a)  the  question  was  whether  the  illegitimate 
child,  bom  in.  America,  of  a  domiciled  Scotchman  who 
afterwards  married  the  mother,  could  inherit  Scotch  land, 
and  it  was  decided  that  he  could  not,  as  he  was  an  alien 
by  birth,  and  not  a  natural-bom  British  subject  entitled 
to  take  British  land  under  4  Geo.  II.  c.  21  (h),  which  is 
not  satisfied  unless  a  child  is  legitimate  from  his  birth. 
Story  (C!oDflict  of  Laws,  §  87  a)  cites  this  case  as  an 
authority  for  the  proposition  that  a  person  illegitimate 
by  the  law  of  his  domicil  of  birth  will  be  held  illegitimate 
in  England.  By  the  law  of  his  domicil  of  birth  Story 
obviously  means  'Hhe  law  of  the  place  of  his  birth," 
ignoring  the  principle  which  would  attribute  to  the  child 
in  that  case  the  Scotch  domicil  of  his  father,  and  it  is 
clear  that  for  such  an  assertion  of  law  there  is  no  war- 
ranty in  the  decision  adverted  to.  Lord  Campbell  ex- 
pressly says  in  his  judgment  (c),  that  the  question  is  not 
whether  the  child  was  made  legitimate  per  mibsejuens 
nuUrimonium,  but  whether  he  was  made  a  natural-born 
subject  of  the  British  Crown,  so  as  to  take  British  land 
under  4  Greo.  11.  c.  21.  In  both  of  the  other  Scotch  cases 
cited  by  Story  (d),  the  domicil  of  the  father  of  the  child 
whose  legitimacy  was  in  question,  as  well  as  the  place  of 
birth,  was  English ;  and  they  are  not  therefore  authorities 
for  the  proposition  that  the  legitimacy  or  illegitimacy  of 
a  child  depends  in  any  sense  upon  the  law  of  the  place  of 
his  birth,  except  in  cases  where  that  is  also  his  domicil. 
It  has  been  already  pointed  out  that  the  domicil  will  be 

(a)  1  Maoq.  585;  4  WUb.  &  S.  App.  5,  p.  94. 
(6)  See  supra,  p.  3.  (c)  Biacq.  at  p.  611. 

(d)  Munro  v.  Saunders,  6  Bligh,  468 ;  and  The  SircUhmore  Peerage  Case, 
4  Wils.  &  S.  89. 
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determined  by  the  place  of  birth  io  some  rare  cases ;  bat  Pabt  l 
it  often,  of  course^  happens  that  the  child  inherits  the  ^^^^^ 
domidl  of  that  place  from  its  Ikther,  or  if  illegitimate  and  Cap,  iv. 
unacknowledged,  from  its  mother. 

In  English  law,  thongh  the  Tiew  seemed  at  first  to  be  Suoceadon  to 
taken  that  for  purposes  of  succession  to  movable  estate  ^^}^ 
the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  successor  should  be  accepted, 
this  principle  has  not  been  supported  by  recent  authori- 
ties. It  was,  indeed,  apparently  assumed  in  Be  WrighfB 
Trusts  (a)  by  Wood,  V.C.,  that  the  law  of  the  chUd*s 
domicil  was  to  decide  whether  she  was  legitimate,  and  so 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  bequest  by  a  testator  domiciled 
in  England  in  favour  of  the  children  of  the  child's  actual 
father,  but  the  facts  of  that  case  prevent  it  from  being 
regarded  as  a  decision  on  the  point.  The  father  of  the 
child  in  question  was  a  domiciled  Englishman  at  the  time 
of  her  birth,  which  took  place  in  France.  After  the  birth 
of  the  child  the  parents  married,  and  the  child  was  there- 
fore legitimated  per  suhsequens  mairimonium  according  to 
French  law,  the  fcUher  having  in  the  interval  between  ihe 
birth  and  the  maariage  ocqwireA  a  French  domicil  instead 
of  his  former  English  one.  Assuming,  as  the  Court  ap- 
parently did,  that  the  law  of  the  child's  domicil  was  to 
decide  the  point  of  her  legitimacy  for  the  purposes  of  the 
will,  the  question  arose  whether  the  child's  domicil  was 
French,  being  that  of  the  father  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage, or  English,  being  that  of  the  father  at  the  time  of 
the  birth«  It  was  decided  that  the  domicil  of  the  father 
at  the  time  of  the  birth  was  to  prevail,  and  the  law  of  the 
child's  domicil  became  therefore  identical  with  the  law  of 
the  domicil  of  the  testator,  both  being  English.  The 
child  was  accordingly  held  to  be  illegitimate,  but  inas- 
much as  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  legatee  and  the 
law .  of  the  domicil  of  the  testator  were  not  really  in 
conflict,  the  case  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  authority 
in  fjAvour  of  the  former  as  opposed  to  the  latter.  All 
that  can  be  deduced  from  it  is  that  in  such  cases  the 

(a)  2  K.  &  J.  595 ;  25  L.  J.  Gh.  621. 
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Past  I.  domicil  of  the  child  is  that  of  the  father  at  the  birth,  and 

not  at  the  marriage,  bastardy,  when  onoe  created  by  the 

^^'  ^^'  competent  law,  being  indelible  («). 


Depends  on  The  conflict  did  arise  in  a  subsequent  case,  and  it  was 
dond^nofthe  ^^^^  dearly  laid  down  by  the  same  judge  who  decided 
testator.  Be  WriffJi^s  TruBiB  that  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the 
testator  must  preraii.  Words  such  as  ^  child  "  or  ^  son  " 
in  a  will  must  be  interpreted  and  explained,  like  all  other 
words,  by  the  personal  law  of  the  testator.  According  to 
English  law,  **  child  "  means  **  child  bom  in  wedlock,*'  and 
therefore  in  the  will  of  a  testator  whose  domicil  is  English, 
the  word  *'  child  "  can  receiye  no  other  meaning.  Conse- 
quently it  was  held  in  Boyes  ▼.  Beddle  that  a  bequest  in 
the  will  of  a  testator,  domiciled  in  England,  to  **  the  child 
of  A.,'*  who  was  domiciled  in  France  before  and  after  the 
time  of  the  birth,  and  there  had  a  natural  child,  which 
was  by  French  law  rendered  legitimate  by  the  subsequent 
marriage  of  its  parents,  could  not  be  claimed  by  such 
child,  whom  the  English  law  still  regarded  as  illegitimate 
and  JUius  nuUins  (h).  Nor  is  this  case,  properly  con- 
sidered, at  all  inconsistent  with  Be  HeBmawn^B  Will  (e), 
where  the  age  at  which  legatees  under  an  English  will 
were  to  be  considered  as  haying  attained  their  majority 
was  referred  by  Lord  Romilly  to  the  law  of  their  domicil. 
That  was  a  simple  question  of  capacity,  which  the  law  of 
the  domicil  of  the  person  might  be  fairly  called  in  to 
decide  in  the  absence  of  any  English  Act  or  contract  to 
be  affected  by  its  decision ;  but  in  BayeB  v.  Bedale  the 
point  was  whether  a  particular  person  came  under  a  par- 
ticular description  in  the  will,  and  the  law  to  which  the 
construction  of  the  will  belonged  was  entitled  to  settle  it. 
The  yariance  between  the  decisions  of  Lord  Hatherley  in 
this  case  and  in  that  of  Be  Wrighfs  TruBtB  (d)  is  more 
apparent  than  real.  There,  the  putatiye  father  was  domi- 
ciled in  England  at  the  time  of  the  birth,  and  in  France 

(a)  Vid.  Munro  v.  Munro,  7  CI.  &  F.  842 ;  Boyes  ▼.  Beddle,  1  H.  &  M. 
798. 
(6)  Boyes  v.  BedaU,  1  H.  &  M.  798 ;  Goodman  v.  Goodman,  3  Giff.  643. 
(c)  L.  R.  2  Eq.  3(53.  ((i)  26  L.  J.  Ch.  621. 
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at  the  time  of  the  sabaequent  marriage  with*  the  French  Jf abt  L 
mother,  the  illegitimate  child  haying  been  in  the  mean*  — 
time  bom  in  France;  and  the  case  was  decided  not  bo  ^^' ^' 
mneh  upon  the  construction  of  the  will,  aa  upon  the  ground 
that  neither  hy  tiie  laip  of  the  chUS$  domioU  nor  of  (hat  of 
(he  ieelahr  eotdd  ihe  chUd  be  regarded  ae  legitimate  (a). 
K  the  law  of  the  two  had  been  found  to  differ,  the  ques- 
tion would  have  arisen,  which  was  entitled  to  ccmstrue  his 
will? — a  point  which  is  now  set  at  rest  by  the  decision  in 
Bogee  v.  Bedale,  just  adyerted  to.  And  according  to  a 
dietum  of  Lord  Hatherley  in  the  last*mentioDed  case  (b), 
Intimacy  under  the  Statute  of  Distributions  would  be 
tested  in  the  same  way,  so  that  if  an  intestate  died  domi-  or  intestate, 
ciled  in  England,  no  one  could  take  directly  or.by  repre- 
sentation under  that  statute  unless  legitimate  by  English 
law  (o).  So  where  a  domiciled  Frenchman,  but  of  English 
birth,  devised  personalty  to  daughters  bom  in  France, 
and  legitimated  per  nibsequens  matrimomum  according  to 
French  law,  it  was  held  by  Stuart,  Y.C,  that  the  legacy 
duty  payable  by  them  was  to  be  at  the  rate  of  1  per 
cent,  and  not  10  per  cent,  under  the  Legacy  Duty  Act 
(55  Geo.  ILL  c  184)  (i).  It  did  not  disUncdy  appear  in 
this  case  whether  the  French  law  was  accepted  as  the  law 
of  the  domicil  of  the  testator  or  of  the  legatee,  but  in 
accordance  with  the  principle  of  Bogee  v.  Bedale^  just 
adverted  to,  it  must  be  taken  that  the  former  was  the 
ratio  decidendi.  In  Levy  y.  Solomon  (e)  an  attempt  was 
made  to  set  in  competition  with  this  law,  on  the  same 
question  of  legitimation  per  subaequem  nuUrimoniumf 
the  laws  or  customs  of  a  religious  sect  to  which  all  the 
parties  belonged.  The  testator,  the  parents,  and  the  child 
whose  legitimacy  was  in  question,  were  all  Jews  domiciled 
in  England,  and  evidence  was  offered  to  shew  that  the 

(a)  See  Lord  Hathcrley's  explanation  of  his  judgment  in  this  case,  in 
B^^yes  V.  BedaU,  1  H.  &  M.  p.  802. 

(b)  At  p.  805. 

(c)  See  Dofflioni  v.  CrtKpiny  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  SOI ;  Thorny.  Waikins, 2  Veu. 
Sen.  35. 

(d)  Skottowe  V.  KoM/wy,  L.  R.  11  Eq.  474  ;  40  L.  J.  Cli.  366. 
(0  Malins,  V.C,  24th  July,  1877. 
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Pabt  l     mles  of  their  religion,  which  they  recognised  as  binding 

'     laws  among  themselves,  authorized  that  legitimation  by 

^^^'  ^^'  a  subsequent  marriage  between  the  parents  which  it  was 
sought  to  support.  Whether,  however,  this  so-called  law 
was  regarded  as  the  law  common  to  the  parties,  or  as  a 
quasi-domiciliary  law,  the  contention  was  equally  un- 
tenable. In  such  matters,  the  law  of  the  domicil  is  not 
regarded  because  it  may  be  presumed  to  express  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  but  because  the  interests  of  the  general 
body  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  country  in  which  they  live 
require  its  adoption.  Neither  a  religious  sect  nor  any 
other  self-constituted  body  can  be  permitted  to  set  up  a 
claim  to  an  imperium  in  imperio — the  assertion  of  any 
other  personal  law  within  its  domain. 
Lefi^timacy  Even  if  the  decision  of  the  domiciliary  law  of  a  person 
^»!^^t"not  ^^  ^^^  legitimacy  was  accepted  by  the  law  of  a  foreign 
be  repugnant  country  for  any  purpose,  another  condition  would  have 
to  be  complied  with ;  viz.,  that  there  should  be  nothing 
absolutely  repugnant  to  the  law  of  that  foreign  country  in 
what  it  was  asked  to  accept  In  Fenton  v.  Livingrione  (a), 
a  Scotch  case  on  appeal  to  the  Houi^e  of  Lords,  the  legiti- 
macy of  a  claimant  to  succeed  to  Scotch  land  by  inheri- 
tance was  in  question.  The  claimant  was  the  issue  of  the 
marriage  of  a  widower  domiciled  in  England  with  his 
deceased  wife's  sister,  the  marriage  having  been  contracted 
in  England  in  1808.  At  that  time  such  marriages  were  void- 
able only  and  not  void  by  English  law,  and  if  proceed- 
ings were  not  taken  to  declare  them  null  before  the  death 
of  either  of  the  parties,  could  not  be  questioned  afterwards. 
The  claimant  was  nevertheless,  though  domiciled  in  Eng- 
land from  his  birth,  held  to  be  illegitimate  by  Scotch  law. 
'*It  must  be  granted,"  said  Lord  Brougham,  ''that  the 
general  rule  is  to  determine  the  validity  of  a  marriage  by 
the  law  of  the  country  where  the  parties  were  domiciled, 
and  in  most  ca8es  the  legitimacy  of  a  party  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  law  of  his  birth-place  and  of  his  parents' 
domicil.     But  to  this  .  .  .  there  are  exceptions  from  the 

(a)  5  Jur.  N.  S.  1183(1859). 
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natnre  of  the  case  in  which  the  qnestioii  arises.    Thus  in     Jf  abt  l 

deciding  upon  the  title  to  real  estate,  the  Iw  loei  rei  sUm       ' 

must  always  preTaiU  so  that  a  person  legitimate  by  the  0^-^* 
law  of  his  birth-place,  and  the  place  where  his  parents  were 
married  may  not  be  regarded  as  legitimate  to  take  real 
estate  by  inheritance  elsewhere  •  •  .  .  Was  then  the  mar- 
riage of  the  respondents'  parents  such  that  the  law  of 
Scotland  conld  recognise  its  validity,  in  dealing  with  the 
rights  of  the  issue  of  it  to  real  estate  by  inheritance  ?"  (a) 
Lord  Brougham  then  proceeded  to  state  that,  though  the 
marriage  could  not  be  questioned  in  England  after  the 
death  of  the  parties,  yet  it  was  illegal  there,  and  that  the 
law  of  Scotland  was  even  more  stringent  on  the  point  than 
the  law  of  England.  By  the  Scotch  law  such  a  marriage 
was  regarded  as  incestuous,  and  as  actually  amounting  to 
a  crime;  and  therefore,  even  if  the  Scotch  law  could 
accept  the  decision  of  the  foreign  domiciliary  law  at  all  on 
the  question  of  legitimacy  to  succeed  to  Scotch  land,  it 
could  not  do  so  where  the  recognition  of  such  legitimacy 
would  be  absolutely  repugnant  to  its  own  principles.  So 
again,  it  was  said  by  Littledale,  J.,  in  Birtwhidle  t.  Var- 
diU  (b),  that  personal  status  does  not  follow  a  man  eyery- 
where,  if  its  consequences  are  opposed  to  the  law  of  the 
country  where  he  goes,  and  where  it  is  sought  to  introduce 
them.  The  decision  in  Comptan  y.  Bearcroft  (o),  the  case 
which  first  recognised  the  validity  in  England  of  Scotch 
marriages,  was  similarly  explained  by  subsequent  judicial 
authority  to  be  that  '^a  Scotch  marriage  was  valid  in 
England,  if  there  was  nothing  in  it  contrary  to  the  law  of 
England  "  (d). 

Under  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  93,  persons  domiciled  in  Eng-  statatonr 
land,  or  claiming  real  or  personal  estate  in  England,  may  ^JaJJa^^ 
obtain  from  the  Court  for  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes 
(now  from  the  Probate,  Divorce,  and  Admiralty  Division  of 
the  High  Court  under  s.  34  of  the  Judicature  Act,  1873) 
a  decree  declaratory  of  their  legitimacy  or  illegitimacy,  or 

(a)  5  Jur.  N.S.  1188, 1184.  (6)  5  B.  A  C.  455. 

(c)  Bull.  N.  P.  113. 

(d)  Harford  y.  Ifoms,  2  Hagg.  Ckms.  435. 
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Past  I.  of  the  Talidity  or  invalidity  of  tihe  marriage  on  which  the 
question  tarns.    Mr.  Westlake  points  out  (Private  Inter. 

^^^•^'  Law,  §  407)  that  the  statute  does  not  interfere  with  the 
decisions  of  BiritohisUe  v.  VardiU  (a),  and  In  re  Don'$ 
Estate  (b\  adverted  to  above ;  and  that  a  declaration  of 
legitimacy  under  it  would  not  enable  a  man  bom  before 
wedlock  to  take  English  land  by  descent.  In  the  words  of 
Lord  Brougham  in  Bitiwhistis  v.  Vardill  (c)  giving  the 
effect  of  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  *'  the  statute,  or  rather 
the  common  law  recognised  and  declared  by  the  statute, 
requires  something  more  than  mere  legitimacy  to  make 
an  heir  to  real  estate  in  England — it  must  be  legitimacy 
iub  modo — legitimacy  and  being  bom  in  wedlock." 


8VMMABY, 
LEaiTIMACT. 

pp.  39, 46.  Legitimacy  for  purposes  of  succession  to   immovable 

property,  including  chattels,  real,  in  England  is  tested 
both  by  the  English  law  as  the  lex  situe,  and  by  the  lex 
domieilii  of  the  inheritor,  **  Legitimacy  *'  (so  by  the  law  of 
the  domicil)  alone  is  not  sufficient;  ''it  must  be  legitimacy 
suh  modo — legitimacy,  and  being  bom  in  wedlock." 

pp.  41, 42.  Legitimacy  for  purposes  of  succession  to  movable  pro- 

perty by  devise  is  tested  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the 
testator,  that  being  the  only  law  which  has  the  right  to 
interpret  the  meaning  of  such  words  as  "  children  "  in  the 
will.  Under  a  bequest  in  an  English  will  to  the  children 
of  A.,  a  person  domiciled  in  a  country  where  legitimation 
per  whsequens  mcUrimonium  is  allowed,  the  children  of  A. 
who  have  been  legitimated  in  that  manner  are  not  entitled 
to  take. 

p.  43.  L^timacy  for  purposes  of  succession  to  movable  pro« 

perty  ah  intestato  is  similarly  tested  by  the  law  of  the 
domicil  of  the  intestate.  (Direct  authority  wanting,  but 
established  by  dicta.) 

(a)  7  CI.  &  F.  895.  (6)  27  L.  J.  Ch.  99. 

(e)  At  p.  954. 
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Legitimacy  for  the  purpose  of  eBtimating  legacy  and  PabtI. 

sncceosion  duty  on  movable  property  is  decided  by  the        

same  roles.  ^^'-  ^' 


[By  the  Scotch  law,  legitimacy  for  purposes  of  sncces-  p.  45. 
sion  generallyy  other  than  suoceseion  to  real  estate,  is 
referred  to  the  law  of  the  domicil  -*-^'.6.,  the  domicil  of  the 
father  at  the  time  of  the  birth.  In  cases  of  legitimation 
per  Bubaequens  matrimonium,  a  change  in  the  domicil  of 
the  father  after  the  birth  and  before  the  marriage  is  im* 
material.  The  law  of  the  domicil  at  the  time  of  the  birth 
decides  once  for  all  whether  the  child's  bastardy  is  in* 
delible  or  provisional  only.  Such  l^timation^  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  domicil,  will  not  however  render  a  child 
bom  abroad,  of  a  Scotchman  by  domicil  and  nationality,  a 
natnral'bom  British  subject  entitled,  under  4  Oea  IL 
c  21,  to  hold  British  land.] 

Legitimacy  for  purposes  other  than  succession  under  a 
will  or  ah  intmtato  has  not  hitherto  come  in  question,  but 
the  dida  point  to  the  acceptance  of  the  law  of  the  domicil 
ef  the  perk>n  on  the  point.  The  domicil  of  the  person  for  p.  4i. 
such  purposes  is  the  domicil  of  the  father  at  (he  time  of  the 
hiHky  as  distinguished  from  the  domicil  of  the  place  of 
birth,  or  of  the  father  at  the  time  of  the  subsequent 
marriage. 

But  Intimacy  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  will  not  in  p.  44. 
any  case  be  accepted,  either  by  Scotch  or  English  law, 
if  its  acceptance  involves  the  recognition  by  that  law  of 
the  validity  of  a  marriage  which  it  regards  as  incestuous 
or  criminal. 

MABBIAGE. 

The  question  of  what  law  must  be  applied  to  test  the 
validity  or  invalidity  of  a  marriage  is  so  intimately  con* 
nected  with  this  part  of  the  subject,  that  it  is  convenient 
to  discuss  it  here,  though  not  coming  under  the  heading 
of  status^  strictly  speaking.  It  will  be  necessary  to  con* 
aider,  first,  what  law  decides  whether  the  marriage  has 
been  validly  contracted ;  and  secondly,  what  law  decides, 
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Part  I.  in  the  case  of  attempted  diroroey  whether  it  has  been 

effectually  dissolyed. 

Cap.  IV.  (a.)  With  regard,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  validity  of 

Validity  of  the  marriage  when  entered  into,  it  was  clearly  laid  down 

^^-fo^  ^^  -^*^*  ^-  ^^^^  (*)  ^y  ^^  Campbell,  that  the  essentials 
tested  by  the  of  a  marriage  contract  were  to  be  regulated  by  the  lex 
tiaiB  by  ti^^'  domiGiUi,  the  forms  by  the  lex  led  edebraJtionis,  The  dif- 
UzdcmioiHi,  ference  between  essentials  and  forms  in  such  a  matter 
would  naturally  seem  to  be  that  between  prohibitions  that 
forbid,  and  prohibitory  directions  which  merely  impede, 
the  marriage.  This  is,  in  fact,  the  result  of  the  modem 
cases,  which  at  first  sight  seem  rather  contradictory,  on 
the  subject.  1i  the  parties  can,  by  complying  with  certain 
regulations  or  obtaining  the  consent  of  oertain  people, 
intermarry  in  the  country  of  the  matrimonial  domicil,  the 
performance  of  those  conditions  will  not  be  required  by  an 
English  Court,  which  will  recognise  the  marriage  as  valid, 
provided  the  ceremonials  and  preliminaries  required  by 
the  law  of  the  place  of  celebration  have  been  complied 
with.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  parties  are  forbidden  by 
the  law  of  the  domicil  to  intermany  at  all,  they  cannot, 
except  by  a  change  of  domicil,  escape  from  that  prohibi- 
tion. The  matrimonial  domicil  being  the  place  where  the 
law  presumes  that  the  parties  intend  to  spend  their  married 
life,  the  propriety  of  this  rule  is  obvious.  Most  of  the 
cases  were  thought  to  involve  a  question  of  capacity,  and 
have  been  referred  to  under  that  headiug  (h).  It  will  be 
necessary,  however,  briefly  to  enumerate  them  here. 

The  case  of  Brook  v.  Brook  has  already  been  referred  to. 
That  was  the  marriage  of  a  man  with  his  deceased  wife's 
sister,  both  parties  being  domiciled  in  England,  and  having 
gone  to  Denmark,  where  such  unions  are  permitted,  for 
the  purposes  of  celebration.  It  was  not,  as  has  been 
pointed  out,  decided  that  they  were  ineapahle  of  marrying ; 
but  that  they  were  forbidden  by  the  law  of  their  domicil 
to  do  so,  aud   that  the  marriage  was  therefore  illegal. 

(o)  9  H.  L.  C.  193. 

(fc)  Ante,  p.  82  ;  flee  also  infra.  Chap.  VIII.,  •*  Capacity  to  contract.** 


LEaiTDCACT  AKD  HABBIAGE.  49 

Lord  Campbell^  laying  down  that  the  essentials  of  a  mar*     Pabt  I. 
riage  were  to  be  governed  by  the  leeo  domieUii^  rightly       "^^'' 
decided  that  such  illegality  was  an  essential,  and  that     Cap.  IV. 
there  had  been  in  the  eye  of  the  law  no  marriage  at  all.  Validity  of 
It  should  be  observed  that  the  parties,  according  to  English  JJ5i^!l^^ 
law,  could  not  intermarry^  whatever  forms  or  preliminaries  illnstzating. 
they  fulfilled,  and  the  case  therefore  differs  entirely  from 
those  later  ones  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  parties, 
forbidden  to  marry  by  the  law  of  their  domicil  without 
certain  consents  and  authorizations,  may  nevertheless  do 
so  in  England,  provided  the  English  forms  are  complied 
with.    The  principle  of  Brook  v.  BrooTc  was  followed  in 
Mette  V.  MMe  (a),  the  marriage  of  an  alien  domiciled  and 
naturalized  in  England  with  his  deceased  wife's  sister 
being  similarly  held  void.    The  case  is  only  noticeable 
because  the  man's  English  domicil  was  acquired,  and  not 
that  of  his  birth,  which  of  course  does  not  affect  the  real 
principle.    Still  it  should  be  observed  that  the  marriage 
was  in  that  case  valid  both  by  the  law  of  the  place  of 
celebration  and  by  that  of  the  domicil  of  origin,  the  law 
of  the  actual  domicil  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  being 
alone  regarded. 

The  earlier  case  of  Conway  v.  BeazUy  (b)  was  not  in 
reality  a  decision  as  to  the  validity  of  a  marriage  (though 
apparently  so),  but  as  to  the  validity  of  a  divorce.  The 
head-note,  no  doubt,  enunciates  that  the  lex  loci  contractus 
will  not  prevail  when  either  of  the  contracting  parties  is 
under  a  legal  incapacity  by  the  law  of  his  domicil ;  but  in 
reality  there  was  no  question  of  capacity  or  incapacity  in 
the  case.  The  ^*  incapacity  "  depended  upon  the  simple 
fact,  whether  the  husband  was  or  was  not  already  married 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage  which  it  was  sought  to  annul ; 
and  it  was  undeniable  that  he  was  already  maiTied,  in 
the  eye  of  the  English  law,  unless  a  Scotch  divorce 
wa8  to  be  held  by  English  law  competent  to  dissolve  a 
marriage  previously  celebrated  in  England.    Such  a  prob 

(o)  28  L.  J.  Prob.  117.  (6)  3  Hagg.  Eool.  689. 

£ 
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PabtI.     position  was  untenable,  as  will  be  presently  shewn  (a), 
^^^^^^    i^nd  the  second  marriage  was  therefore  rightly  declaied 

Cap.  IV.      void. 

In  Sinanin  v.  Maittae  (i),  a  conflict  between  the  lex 
donUeUii  and  the  lex  hei  cdebraiiowU  directly  arose,  with 
regard  to  the  preliminaries  to  marriage  required  by  tbe 
former.  The  marriage  which  it  was  sought  to  dissolve 
was  one  celebrated  in  England  between  French  subjects 
domiciled  in  France  without  the  formal  consents  required 
by  the  French  law.  Sir  Oresswell  Cresswell  decided  that 
the  marriage  was  valid,  chiefly  on  the  ground  that  the 
personal  competency  or  incompetency  of  individuals  to 
contract  depends  upon  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
contract  is  made.  It  has  already  been  pointed  out  that 
a  more  logical  view  is  obtained  by  regarding  the  question 
not  as  one  of  the  competency  of  an  individual,  but  of  the 
legality  of  a  marriage.  The  parties  were  not  prohibited 
from  marrying  by  the  law  of  their  domicil  absolutely,  but 
prohibited  from  marrying  without  certain  preliminaries. 
Such  a  prohibition  did  not  touch  the  essentiaU  but  tho 
forms  of  the  marriage,  and  these  are  governed,  according 
to  Brook  V.  Brook  (e),  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  the  cele- 
bration alone.  It  cannot,  of  course,  be  assumed  that  if 
such  a  marriage  were  questioned  in  the  country  of  the 
domicil,  the  law  of  which  required  the  consents  which  had 
been  dispensed  with,  this  view  would  be  taken  there.  The 
law  of  the  domicil  would  possibly  persist  in  regarding  the 
preliminaries  which  it  had  imposed  as  e$9eniial,  and  assert 
its  right  to  insist  upon  them  although  the  marriage  was 
celebrated  elsewhere ;  but  as  the  law  of  England  has  now 
no  similar  provisions,  and  imposes  no  preliminaries  but 
such  as  it  would  regard  as  ceremonial  merely,  the  question 
has  little  practical  importance  for  English  jurists  (<2).  The 
view,  however,  which  has  been  suggested  above,  that  all 

(a)  Jftfrft,  p.  59;  LoOei^t  Gate,  R.  &  B.  237;    McCarthy  y.  D^oaix^ 
2  Buss.  &  My.  614 ;  Warrender  y.  Warrender^  2  CI.  «&  F.  550. 

(b)  2  Sw.  i  Tr.  67  (1860). 
(<j)  9  H.  L.  C.  193. 

(d)  See  SoHmtihire  y.  Serimshire,  2  Cons.  395;  dfiddUion  i,  Janverin, 
2  Cons.  437 ;  Compton  v.  Bearcrofi^  2  Ckins.  444. 
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such  oonsents  are  ceremonial  preliminaries  only,  was  taken      PABfr  L 

in  the  Irish  case  of  Btede  v.  BraddeO  (a),  referred  to  with     ^"^"^ 

approval  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Brooh  v.  Brook  (6) :     Cap.  IV. 

**  This  was  a  marriage,"  says  Lord  Campbell  in  that  case, 

^'between  parties  who  might,  with  the  consent  of  parents 

and  gnardiansy  have  contracted  a  valid  marriage  according 

to  the  law  of  the  country  of  the  husband's  domicil  •  .  •  • 

If  the  union  between  these  parties  had  been  prohibited  by 

the  law  of  Ireland  (the  law  of  the  domicil)  as  contrary  to 

the  law  of  (rod,  undoubtedly  the  marriage  would  have 

been  dissolved." 

Sottomayor  v.  De  Barros  (e),  the  most  recent  case  on  this 
subject,  comes  almost  exactly  within  the  meaning  of  the 
distinction  drawn  by  Lord  Campbell  in  Brooh  t.  Brook, 
just  cited.  The  parties  there  were  domiciled  Portuguese, 
forbidden  by  Portuguese  law  to  intermarry  at  all.  Sir  B. 
Phillimore,  in  the  Court  of  first  instance,  held  that  their 
,  marriage  celebrated  in  England  was  valid,  conceiving 
himself  to  be  bound  by  the  decision  in  Sinonin  y. 
MaiUac  (d).  The  Court  of  Appeal,  however,  reversed  his 
judgment,  holding  that  as  the  parties  were  absolutely 
forbidden  to  marry  by  the  law  of  their  domicil,  they  could 
not  escape  from  this  prohibition  by  transient  presence  and 
celebration  in  England,  and  that  the  possibility  of  es- 
caping from  Portuguese  law  by  a  Papal  dispensation  was 
immaterial  The  wording  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal  rested  on  the  more  than  questionable  prin- 
ciple (e)  that  the  capacity  of  a  person  to  contract  was 
tested  by  his  personal  law ;  but  the  distinction  between 
this  case  and  that  of  Sinonin  v.  MaiHao  is  plain,  and  the 
actual  result  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  is 
clearly  in  accordance  with  Brook  v.  Brook  (/). 

Ruddng  v.  Smith  (p),  though  one  of  the  earliest  cases  on 
this  subject,  having  been  decided  by  Lord  Stowell  in 
1821,  has  been  purposely  left  for  consideration  until  the 

(a)  Milw.  Ercl.  Rep.  Ir.  1.  (b)  9  H.  L.  C.  p.  216. 

(o)  S7  L.  T.  415;  FetUon  v.  Livingstone,  5  Jnr.  K.S.  1183. 
(d)  2  8w.  &  Tr.  67.  (/)  9  H.  L.  0.  216. 

(•)  Ante,  p.  32 ;  infra,  Chap.  VII.  (ii.)     (g)  2  Hagg.  Cons.  371. 
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Part  I.  tendency  and  prinoiples  of  the  modern  decisions  had 
"^"^  been  saffidently  indicated.  That  was  a  marriage  cele* 
^^^'  IV'  brated  at  the  Cape  of  Gkxxl  Hope  while  under  military 
occnpation  of  the  British  forces  immediately  after  its 
acquisition,  and  the  ceremony  was  performed  by  the 
chaplain-general  nnder  the  sanction  of  the  military 
authorities,  according  to  British  forms.  Both  the  con* 
tracting  parties  were  British  by  nationality  and  domicil. 
The  validity  of  the  marriage  was  impeached  on  two 
grounds;  first,  that  the  Dutch  law,  as  the  hx  loci  eeU" 
hrationis,  prohibited  the  parties  from  marrying  at  their 
respective  ages  without  the  consents  of  parents  and  gpiar- 
dians,  which  had  not  been  obtained ;  and,  secondly,  that 
the  ceremony  had  not  been  performed  according  to  the 
forms  required  by  the  same  law.  According  to  the  prin- 
ciples already  stated,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  lex  hoi  ceU' 
brcUionia  was  primd  fade  the  law  to  decide  both  these 
questions,  but  in  the  particular  case  there  were  exceptional 
circumstances  to  be  considered.  By  the  capitulation  of 
the  colony  it  had  been  stipulated  that  the  conquered 
should  retain  certain  privileges,  including  the  enjoyment 
of  their  own  laws  and  customs,  and  Lord  Stowell  deduced 
from  this  that  the  lex  hei  had  been  altered  for  all  others 
except  those  in  whose  favour  the  stipulation  was  made — 
that  for  British  domiciled  subjects  with  tlie  British  forces, 
in  short,  the  lex  hei  was  in  fact  British.  On  this  view  the 
decision  was  not  that  the  lex  domicilii  must  prevail  in 
such  matters  when  in  conflict  with  the  lex  loei,  but  that 
the  law  common  to  the  parties  bad,  under  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  the  case,  taken  the  place  of  the  latter. 
The  case  of  Harford  v.  Morrta  (a),  decided  in  the  same 
year,  similarly  depended  upon  the  exceptional  facts  in  it, 
which  render  it  of  no  authority  on  the  question  of  the 
competition  of  the  law  of  the  domicil  and  that  of  the 
place  of  celebration. 
Mairiagemnflt  It  has  thus  been  seen  that  the  English  law  still,  fol- 
^^f^^  lowing  the  principle  of  Brook  v.  Brook  (t),  refers  the 

(a)  2  Hagg.  Com.  371.  (t)  9  H.  L.  C.  193. 
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esBentials  of  a  marriage  to  the  law  of  the  domicil.    This     Paikf  l 
musty  howeyer^  be  taken  subject  to  the  qnalification  that     ^"^^"' 
it  will  not  allow  anything  to  be  called  marriage,  either  by     Oap.  iv. 
the  law  of  the  domicil  or  the  place  of  celebration,  which  rooogniseBas 
it  does  not  itself  recognise  as  such ;  and  accordingly,  in  ^^'^ 
Hyde  v.  Hyde  (a),  the  Probate  and  Divorce  Court  refused 
to  acknowledge  a  Mormon  marriage  apparently  celebrated 
in  Utah,  though  both  the  contracting  parties  were  single 
at  the  time  of  the  so-called  marriage,  and  had  never 
assumed  to  contract  another.    It  was  said  in  that  case  by 
the  Judge^Ordinary  (Sir  0.  Oresswell)  that  a  marriage  in 
Christendom  was  an  entirely  different  thing,  both  in  its 
essence  and  incidents,  from  what  was  called  a  marriage  in 
a  country  where  polygamy  was  practised ;  and  he  referred 
to  the  case  of  Ardaseer  Owrsetjee  v.  PerozAaye  (i),  where 
the  Privy  Council  held  that  Parsee  marriages  were  not 
within  the  force  of  a  charter  extending  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  Her  Majesty's  subjects  in  India 
**  so  far  as  the  circumstances  and  occasions  of  the  said 
people  shall  require." 

There  is  abundant  authority  to  shew  that  a  marriage,  jxiiett  or 
which  the  English  law  regards  as  criminal  or  incestuous,  psestnons 
will  not  under  any  circumstances  be  accepted  by  it  as  notiecognised. 
valid.    ^The  rule,"   said  Littledale,  J.,  ''that  personal 
sitUus  accompanies  a  man  everywhere  is  admitted  to  have    * 
this  qualification,  that  it  does  not  militate  against  the 
law  of  the  country  where  the  consequences  of  that  statm 
are  sought  to  be  introduced"  (e).    So,  in  Harford  v. 
Morris  (d)  it  was  explained  that  the  decisions  establishing 
the  validity  of  Scotch   marriages    in   England  simply 
amounted  to  this,  that  a  Scotch  marriage  was  lawful  in 
England  if  there  was  nothing  in  it  contrary  to  the  law  of 
England.    Subject,  therefore,  to  this  qualification,  that 
the  marriage  which  the  Court  is  asked  to  recognise  shall 
be  marriage,  and  not  incest  or  mere  illicit  intercourse  of 

(a)  L.  B.  1  p.  &  D.  130.  (&)  10  Moo.  P.  0.  375,  419. 

(e)  Birtwhutle  y.  VardiH  5  B.  ft  C.  455. 

(d)  2  Hagg.  Cons.  435;  Compton  y.  Bearcrofty  Bull.  N.  P.  113;  and  see 
FenUm  y.  Livingtlone,  5  Jar.  N.  8.  1183. 
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Past  I.     the  86X68,  it  appears  dear  that  the  English  law  refers 
Pras^i.     f^]f mg  f^  ^Q  i^  Iq^^  m^^  esemUicik  to  the  Im  domMlii ; 

Gap.  iy.  and  farther,  that  the  only  eBBenUal  question  which  is 
practically  over  referred  to  the  latter  law  is  this — are  the 
parties  permitted  by  it  to  intermarry  at  all?  The  old 
cases  (a)  cited  by  Story  (Conflict  of  Laws,  §  79)  for  the 
proposition  that  English  law  does  not  recognise  the  inwk- 
lidUy  of  a  marriage  celebrated  abroad  which  is  prononnced 
void  by  the  lex  hoi,  have  been  already  referred  to  as  not  in 
fact  establishing  his  assertion.  It  is  plain  that  if  English 
law  recognises  foreign  formalities  as  sufficient  for  a  foreign 
marriage  between  domiciled  English  subjects,  it  is  only  a 
logical  consequence  to  regard  them,  subject  to  the  ex- 
ceptions of  extra-territoriality  (h),  as  neceaMty ;  and  no 
modem  decision  throws  a  doubt  upon  the  consistent  appli- 
cation of  the  principle  in  fature  whenever  the  question 
may  arise.  The  only  difficulty  that  has  ever  really  arisen 
has  been  to  decide  what  are  the  formalities,  and  what  the 
essentials  of  the  contract — a  difficulty  which  is  now 
solved,  reading  Sinonin  v.  MatUae  (e)  and  Sotiamayor  v. 
De  Barros  together,  by  regarding  everything  as  a  formality 
for  the  lex  loei,  except  unconditional  prohibition. 
Colonial  mar-  It  will  be  seen  that  there  is  nothing  in  these  principles, 
SwSJed^  nor  in  the  decision  in  Brook  v.  Brook  (d)^  to  prevent  the 
wife's  sister.  English  law  from  recognising  the  validity  of  the  marriage 
of  a  foreigner  or  colonist  with  his  deceased  wife's  sister,  in 
the  country  of  their  common  domicil  where  such  unions 
are  legal,  unless  such  a  marriage  be  regarded  as  an  in- 
cestuous crime,  repugnant  to  the  spirit  of  English  juris- 
prudence. It  is  difficult  to  maintain  this  proposition,  in 
the  face  of  the  fact  that  colonial  statutes  recognising  the 
validity  of  such  marriages  have  repeatedly  received  the 
sanction  of  the  Crown.  Yet,  if  such  marriages  are  not  to 
be  branded  by  the  law  of  England  as  criminal  and  in- 
cestuous, it  follows  that  they  are  perfectly  valid  according 

(a)  Ruding  v.  Smith,  2  Hagg.  Cons.  390;  Harford  v.  Morris,  ib,  432. 

(b)  See  infra,  Chap.  V. 

(c)  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  67  ;  37  L.  T.  415.  (d)  9  H.  L.  C.  193. 
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to  the  tbeory  of  international  law  which  it  has  jnst  been  Pabt  I. 
ahewn  that  English  law  adopts^  and  according  to  the  same  '^^^ 
theory  their  offspring  would  be  legitimate.  In  practice,  ^^-  ^' 
howeyer,  they  are  not  so,  because  the  question  of  their 
legitimacy,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  almost  invariably 
arises  with  regard  to  their  right  to  succeed  to  movable  or 
immovable  property  by  devise  or  ah  inteskiioy  and  this 
right  is  governed  by  a  new  set  of  considerations:  Succes- 
sion to  immovable  property,  according  to  BirhohisUe  v. 
VardiU  (a),  demands  not  only  legitimacy  by  the  personal 
law,  but  legitimacy  by  the  lex  sUue — i.e.,  that  the  persons 
concemedshall  have  been  bom  in  what  the  English  law  calls 
wedlock,  speaking  for  itself,  and  not  as  adopting  the  prin- 
ciples of  international  law.  In  a  similar  way,  the  English 
law  interferes  with  regard  to  succession  to  movable  pro* 
perty,  where  the  testator  or  intestate  was  domiciled  in 
England,  as  the  law  of  his  domicil,  and  claims  to  inter- 
pret the  word  "  child  "  or  *'  son  *'  according  to  its  own 
independent  views  of  what  is  paternity,  and  what  is 
wedlock.  Thus,  whenever  succession  to  immovables  or 
movables  is  in  question,  the  children  of  a  man  by  his  de- 
ceased wife's  sister,  married  to  him  in  the  country  of  their 
common  domicil  where  such  unions  are  legal,  are  bastards, 
and  the  marriage  itself  is  regarded  as  a  nuUity.  When 
neither  the  lex  sittiB  as  to  immovables,  nor  the  lexdomieUU 
with  regard  to  a  movable  succession,  interferes,  it  has 
been  shewn,  subject  to  the  qualifications  stated  above,  that 
English  law  regards  such  a  marriage,  complying  both  as 
to  forms  and  essentials  with  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the 
parties  and  of  the  place  of  celebration,  as  perfectly  valid. 
It  is  obvious,  for  instance,  that  such  a  hnsband,  coming  to 
England  and  contracting  a  new  marriage  there  in  the  life- 
time of  his  second  wife,  would  be  liable  to  be  indicted  for 
bigamy,  though  the  point  has  not  yet  arisen,  and  possibly 
never  will.  The  expediency  of  adhering  to  legal  princi- 
ples which  thus  render  it  necessary  to  reject  the  validity 
of  a  marriage  for  certain  purposes  of  comparatively  common 

(a)  7  CL  A  F.  S95. 
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Part  l     occurrencey  and  to  accept  it  theoretically  for  others  which 
P1MON8.     ^^^  ^^^  hypothetical^  is  at  least  questionable.    It  should 
Gap.  IV.     surely  be  sufficient  for  the  English  law,  whether  speaking 
as  the  lex  siius  of  immoTables,  or  as  the  2m  dommlii  with 
respect  to  a  moTable  succession,  to  follow  those  maxims  of 
international  law  which  have  become  part  of  itself  by 
adoption.    The  Yainglorious  conseryatism  of  the  feudal 
maxim  **  NuOus  prino^  legiUmai  ad  $ueeedendum  in  hma 
aUeriua  tenrUorii  "  (a)  might  well  be  satisfied  by  such  a 
rational  interpretation,  without  insisting  that  the  English 
law  shall  for  purposes  of  succession  refuse  to  be  content 
with  obedience  to  those  rules,  founded  on  expediency  and 
on  the  comity  of  nations,  which  it  professes  elsewhere  to 
incorporate  with  itself!    It  cannot  be  too  strongly  insisted 
upon  that  international  law  is  a  part  of  the  law  of  every 
nation,  and  it  would  perhaps  be  beneficial  if  English 
jurisprudence  were  readier  to  admit  it  as  such.    There  is, 
however,  no  tendency  at  the  present  time  to  do  so,  and 
more  than  one  instance  has  recently  occurred  in  which  it 
has  been  held  absolutely  necessary  that  international  law 
should  receive  the  stamp  of  the  English  legislature  before 
English  Courts  can  acknowledge  its  existence.  The  result 
of  the  Geneva  Arbitration,  with  the  subsequent  passing  of 
the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act,  1870  (33  &  34  Vict  c.  90), 
afibrds  one  striking  illustration  of  the  view  referred  to ; 
and    another  may  be  found  in  the  decision  of  it.  v. 
Kef/n  (&),  where  it  was  held  in  efiect  that,  even  assuming 
that  international  law  conferred  on  every  nation  jurisdic- 
tion within  three  miles  from  its  shores,  English  Courts 
could  not  accept  or  exercise  the  jurisdiction  thus  attri- 
buted to  them  without  the  authorization  of  an  English 
statute.    It  is  beyond  a  doubt,  therefore,  that  nothing  but 
an  act  of  the  legislature  will  effect  that  recognition  of  the 
legitimacy  of  the  issue  of  a  colonist  married  to  his  de- 
ceased wife's  sister,  which  the  principles  of  private  inter- 

(a)  D*^rgentr^,  Gomm.  Art  218. 

(6)  L.  R.  2  Ex.  D.  63 ;  see  the  statute  passed  in  coDseqnciice  of  this 
decision  in  the  present  session  (Territorial  Waters  Juruediction  Act,  1878). 
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national  law  do  in  fact  demand,  and  a  bfll  has  been  at      Pabt  I. 

least  onoe  nnsnccessfiilly  introduced  into  Parliament  to        ^ 

effect  this  result  It  would  no  doubt  be  sufficient  to  ^^-  ^' 
enact,  that  persons  legitimate  bj  the  law  of  their  domicil 
of  birth  shall  be  so  in  England  for  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses wbatsoever,  including  that  of  succession  to  real  and 
personal  estate ;  and  it  is  at  least  possible  that  the  post- 
pcmement  of  such  an  enactment  is  only  temporary. 

The  effect  of  priviUgiay  or  laws  specially  passed  with  PriviUgia, 
reference  to  one  or  more  indiyiduals,  depriving  them  of 
the  right  either  of  marrying  or  entering  into  any  other 
relation  permitted  to  other  sane  adults,  is  no  doubt  to 
create  an  artificial  incapacity  of  a  particular  kind,  and  for 
certain  purposes.  The  incapacity,  however,  being  an  arti- 
ficial and  not  a  natural  one,  cannot  demand  recognition  in 
other  countries ;  and  the  law  creating  it  will  be  imperative 
only  in  the  tribunals  of  the  sovereign  power  by  which  that 
law  was  enacted.  The  law  may  direct  those  Courts  to 
refuse  to  recognise  a  marriage  contracted  in  any  country 
by  the  subject  of  the  privilegium^  or  only  to  regard  as 
invalid  any  marriage  contracted  by  him  within  its  terri- 
torial jurisdiction.  The  former  has  been  held  to  be  the 
proper  construction  of  the  Boyai  Marriage  Act  (12  Geo.  III. 
c  11)  (a),  the  judges  saying,  in  answer  to  a  question  put 
to  them  by  the  House  of  Lords,  that  that  statute  does  not 
enact  an  incapacity  to  contract  matrimony  within  one  par^ 
ticular  country  and  district  or  another,  but  to  contract 
matrimony  generally  and  in  the  abstract.  It  creates  an 
incapacity  attaching  itself  to  the  person  of  A.  B.,  which 
he  carries  with  him  wherever  he  goes.  The  difference 
between  such  an  enactment  and  the  ordinary  Marriage 
Acts,  which  require  certain  consents  as  necessary  prelimi- 
naries to  a  valid  marriage  in  a  certain  country,  has  been 
already  pointed  out  (().  British  Acts  of  attainder,  on  the  Acts  of 
other  hand,  though  they  may  possibly  render  the  attainted  ^***^°^* ''• 

(a)  The  Sunex  Peerage  Que,  11  Gl.  ft  F.  85. 

(6)  Ante,  p.  48 ;  and  see  Campion  v.  Bearcroft,  Bull  N.  P.  6th  ed.  113 ; 
2  Hagg.  Cons.  443,  n. ;  Ildertan  v.  Ilderton,  2  U.  Bl.  145. 
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Pabt  I.  person  incapable  of  contracting  a  valid  marriage  within 
*     the  dominions  of  the  Crown,  do  not  claim   any  extra* 

Gap.  it.  territorial  recognition  as  to  marriages  contracted  abroad, 
nor  are  snch  foreign  marriages  regarded  as  invalid  even  by 
British  Courts  (a).  **  It  would  be  a  most  revolting  conclu- 
sion  to  come  to/'  says  Erie,  C.J.,  in  the  case  dted,  ''that 
the  marriage  of  a  man,  who  was  capable  of  contracting  in 
the  land  in  which  he  was  living,  with  a  woman  who  was 
bom  and  brought  up  in  that  land,  and  who  might  even 
have  been  ignorant  of  her  husband's  attainder,  was  invalid, 
and  their  children  ill^timate,  because  the  man  had  been 
attainted  before  he  went  abroad.  If  such  were  the  law,  I 
should  not  shrink  from  enforcing  it ;  but  I  believe  that  it 
is  not  the  Jaw  of  our  land,  though  it  is  said  to  be  the  law 
of  France"  (h).  The  more  correct  view,  indeed,  appears 
to  be  that  a  British  act  of  attainder  does  not  even  in- 
capacitate  the  attainted  person  from  contracting  a  valid 
marriage  in  England,  or,  at  any  rate,  that  it  renders  such 
a  marriage  voidable  merely,  and  not  void  (0). 


SUMMARY. 

Marriage  is  governed,  as  to  its  essentiaU^  by  the  law  of 
p.  4S-54.  the  domicil  of  the  parties ;  as  to  its  forms,  by  the  law  of 
the  place  of  celebration. 

The  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  parties  is  the  proper  law 
to  decide  whether  the  marriage  can,  by  the  use  of  any 
forms,  ceremonies,  or  preliminaries,  be  effected. 

The  law  of  the  place  of  celebration  is  the  proper  law  to 
decide  what  forms,  ceremonies,  or  preliminaries,  shall  be 
employed. 

If  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil  is  such  that  the 
marriage  cannot  be  effected  by  obeying  its  directions,  but 
can  be  effected  by  obtaining  a  dispensation  from  its  pro- 

(a)  Kynnaird  y.  Leslie,  L.  B.  1  0.  P.  889. 

(b)  Kynnaird  v.  Ledie,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  389 ;  Vid,  Hobby's  Case,  sttb  nam. 
BoresUm  and  Adams,  Noy,  158;  4  Leon.  5;  Palm.  19;  CoUingtoood  v. 
Pace,  1  Vent.  413 ;  Bridg.  410. 

(c)  Per  Willes,  J.,  in  Kynnaird  v.  Leslie,  L.  B.  1  C.  P.  389,  400; 
Phillips  V.  Eyre,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  7. 
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hibitioBfly  the  marriage  oannot,  in  the  absence  of  such      PabtI. 

dispensationy  be  legalised  by  the  law  of  the  place  of       ' 

celebration.  ^^-  ^' 

The  law  of  any  country  may,  and  the  English  Boyal 
Marriage  Act  does^  not  only  prohibit  certain  persons  from 
contracting  marriage  in  England  except  on  certain  pre-  p.  57. 
scribed  conditions,  but  refuse  to  recognise  any  marriage 
contracted  by  such  persons  elsewhere  when  these  condi- 
tions have  not  been  complied  with. 

Uarriage,  to  be  recognised  by  an  English  Oourt,  must 
be  that  which  is  recognised  as  marriage  by  Christendom,  p.  53. 
and  not  a  mere  disguise  for  illicit  intercourse  or  criminal 
incest. 

(b.)  DisBolution  of  the  Marriage. — Uuder  this  head  it  is 
necessary  to  consider,  in  the  first  place,  what  divorces  by 
foreign  tribunals  will  be  recognised  as  valid  by  English 
law ;  and  secondly,  what  marriages  the  English  Court  will 
assume  jurisdiction  to  dissolve.    On  the  first  point,  the  Foreign 
English  law  is  frequently  loosely  expressed  by  saying  that  effiS*on  an"^ 
an  English  marriage  cannot  be  dissolved  by  a  foreign  English 
court  or  authority,  and  that  any  decree  purporting  to 
effect  such  dissolution  must  be  regarded  as  a  nullity  (a). 
Lolley's  Case  (b)  is  the  authority  commonly  cited  in  sup- 
port of  this  proposition,  and  as  far  as  regards  a  marriage 
celebrated  in  England,  in  which  the  domicil  of  the  husband 
remains  English,  it  is  undoubtedly  correct.     Unless  the 
parties  are  bond  fide  domiciled  under  the  foreign  jurisdic- 
tion which  assumes  to  dissolve  their  marriage  at  the  time  at  any  rate  if 
of  such  attempted  dissolution,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  ^^^  ^i^\f 
English  Courts  will  not  recognise  the  validity  of  any  such  English. 
divorce.    Lolley's  Case,  in  which  a  man  who  was  convicted 
of  bigamy  for  having  married  again  in  England  after  a 
Scotch  divorce  from  an  English  marriage,  was  followed  in 
Oonway  v.  Beazley  (e),  expressly  upon  the  ground  that  so 
long  as  the  parties  remain  domiciled  in  England,  nb 

(a)  See,  0.9.,  the  judgment  of  Kinderdey,  V.C.,  in  Wilson's  Trustst  L>  I^ 
1  Eq.  247. 
(6)  1  Ru86.  &  By.  237.  (c)  3  Hagg.  Ecol.  Rep.  639. 
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Part  I.      Scotch  divorce  of  an  English  marriage  can  be  recognised 
'     by  English  law.    Dr.  Lnshington  in  that  case  expressed 

^^^-  ^^'  a  strong  opinion  that  the  principle  which  denied  recogni- 
tion to  such  divorces  had  no  application  to  cases  where 
the  parties  were  domiciled  at  the  time  in  the  conntry 
whose  tribunals  assumed  to  divorce  them.  So,  in  Dolphin 
V.  Bdbina  (a),  a  Scotch  divorce  of  an  Elnglish  marriage, 
where  the  parties  were  not  domiciled  in  Scotland,  but  had 
gone  there  for  a  time  to  found  a  jurisdiction  according  to 
Scotch  law,  was  held  invalid  (h).  And  in  the  more  recent 
case  of  Shaw  v.  AUamey^Chneral  (<)),  where  a  woman  had 
left  her  English  husband  in  England,  and,  after  a  resi- 
dence of  two  or  three  years  in  America,  obtained  a  divorce 
there,  her  husband's  domicil  continuing  English,  her  second 
marriage  in  America  was  held  invalid.  In  none  of  these 
cases,  however,  has  it  been  decided  that  an  English 
marriage  cannot  be  dissolved  by  a  foreign  tribunal,  where 
the  parties  are,  at  the  time  of  the  divorce,  hand  fide  domi- 
ciled in  a  foreign  state.  McCarthy  v.  Decaix  {d)  was  cer- 
tainly a  decision  to  that  effect,  but  considerable  doubt  has 
been  thrown  upon  the  principle  involved  by  more  recent 
dietaf  and  neither  in  the  argument  nor  in  the  judgment 
does  any  attention  seem  to  have  been  paid  to  the  fact  that 
the  domicil  of  the  husband  in  that  case  (where  a  Danish 
divorce  was  held  incompetent  to  affect  an  English  mar- 
riage) was  Danish  throughout.  Warrender  v.  Warrender  (e) 
was,  it  is  true,  a  decision  on  Scotch  law,  but  the  House  of 
Lords  there  clearly  held  that  it  was  competent  for  the 
Scotch  Courts  to  decree  a  divorce  between  parties  domi- 
ciled in  Scotland,  whose  marriage  had  been  celebrated  in 
England.  The  House  of  Lords  were,  however,  sitting  as 
a  Scotch  Court,  bound  to  administer  Scotch  law  (/),  and 
the  point  has  not  jet  in  England  been  fully  decided, 
unless  the  case  of  McCarthy  v.  Decaix,  above  referred  to, 

•  (a)  7  H.  L.  0.  390 ;  PiU  v.  Piity  4  Macq.  627. 

(6)  Shawv.  Gould,!,.  K.  3  U.  L.  55;  ToUemacheY.  Tollemache,lB.&T, 
557;  28L.  J.  P.  &M.2. 

(c)  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  156.  (e)  2  CI.  &  F.  529. 

(d)  2  K.  &  M.  614.  (/)  Ibid.  p.  667. 
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be  accepted  as  an  anfhority.    The  English  law  on  the     PaktL 
subject  is  perhaps  best  sammarised  by  the  Judge-Ordi**     rmaaom. 
nary  (Lord  Penzance)  in  Shaw  v.  Attame^'Oeneral  (a),  in     Cap,  rv. 
1870.    "  First,"  he  says,  "  LoOey^s  Case  has  neyer  been 
oTerroled.    Secondly,  in  no  case  has  a  foreign  divorce 
been  held  to  invalidate  an  English  marriage  between 
English  subjects  where  the  parties  were  not  domiciled 
in  the  country  by  whose  tribunals  the  divorce  was  granted. 
Whether,  if  so  domiciled,  the  English  Courts  would  re*  Foreign 
cognise  and  act  upon  such  a  divorce,  appears  to  be  a^ng^j^^Qj^. 
question  not  wholly  free  from  doubt,  but  the  better  opinion  ^^^^  ^V^^ 
seems  to  be  that  they  would  do  so  if  the  divorce  be  for  a  eOii. 
ground  of  divorce  recognised  as  such  in  this  country,  and 
the  foreign  country  be  not  resorted  to  for  the  collusive 
purpose  of  calling  in  the  aid  of  its  tribunals."    It  may  be 
remarked  as  to  McCarthy  v.  Decaim  (b),  the  decision  in 
which  is  certainly  opposed  to  the  above  conclusion,  that  in 
1831,  when  that  case  was  heard,  divorce  a  vineulo  was  not 
granted  or  recognised  at  all  by  the  English  Ecclesiastical 
Courts,  and  the  di£Sculty  of  admitting  the  right  of  a 
foreign  tribunal  to  dissolve  an  English  marriage,  in  any 
event  whatever,  was  of  course  much  greater  than  it  is  at 
present    If  the  above  quotation  from  Shaw  v.  AUamey" 
General  (a)  be  compared  with  the  judgment  of  Lord  West- 
bury  in  Shaw  v.  Qi>uld  ((2),  it  will  be  seen  that  it  may  be 
taken  as  giving  accurately  enough  the  present  state  of 
English  law  on  this  question.     In  the  case  of  Birt  v. 
Bautinez  (a),  before  the  Jndge*Ordinary  in  1868,  the  point 
did  not  really  arise,  as  the  parties  had  gone  through  the 
ceremony  of  marriage  twice,  once  in  Scotland  and  after^ 
wards  in  Belgium  (where  the  husband  was  domiciled),  and 
the  Belgian  divorce  did  not  purport  to  do  more  than 
dissolve  the  Belgian  marriage,  which  according  to  English 
law  had  created  no  new  status  between  the  parties.    Nor 
was  the  principle  at  all  involved  in  the  case  of  CoUis  v. 

(a)  L.  B.  2  P.  &  D.  156, 161.  (d)  L.  B.  3  H.  L.  80. 

(b)  2  Biua.  &  My.  614.  (e)  L.  B.  1  P.  &  D.  i87. 

(c)  L.  B.  2  P.  &  D.  161. 
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Pabt  I.      Hector  (a\  which  only  decided  that  a  Tnrkish  divorce  had 
DO  operation  to  interfere  with  the  Tah'dity  of  an  English 

Cap.  IV.  marriage  'settlement  between  a  domiciled  Turk  and  an 
English  lady,  thoagb  it  would  have  had  that  effect  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  Turkey.  The  judgment  of  Yice-Chan- 
oellor  Hall  in  that  case  by  no  means  involved  the  assertion 
that  the  marriage  had  not  been  effectually  dissolved,  but 
proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  settlement  was  an 
English  contract,  to  be  expounded  and  dealt  with  accord- 
ing to  English  law.  In  the  older  case  of  Bi^  v.  Byan  (I), 
the  validity  of  a  Danish  divorce  of  an  English  marriage 
was  admitted,  the  husband  being  domiciled  in  Denmark, 
but  only  for  the  purpose  of  granting  administration  to  the 
widow  of  a  second  marriage,  no  opinion  being  expressed 
as  to  the  general  principle.  The  singular  case  of  separa- 
tion by  vows  of  chastity  arose  in  GowneUy  v.  Connelly  (c), 
and  was  regarded  as  a  species  of  consensual  divorce,  which 
the  Court  was  evidently  inclined  to  consider  must  be 
governed  as  to  its  effect  and  permanence  by  the  law  of 
the  domicil  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  separation, 
and  the  allegation  of  the  respondent  was  ordered  to  be 
amended  that  the  facts  relating  to  this  question  might  be 
ascertained.  The  question  of  the  validity  of  a  foreign 
divorce,  by  the  tribunal  of  the  domicil  of  the  parties,  for 
grounds  not  recognised  as  sufficient  by  the  laws  of  thia 
country,  has  not  been  directly  decided  in  England,  though 
the  language  of  Lord  Penzance  in  Shaw  v.  AUomey" 
Oeneralj  quoted  above,  would  lead  to  the  inference  that  it 
would  not  be  admitted,  nor  has  there  been  any  English 
decision  as  to  a  supposed  distinction  arising  from  the 
loom  of  the  ddieium  on  which  a  divorce  has  been  grounded. 
On  this  latter  point,  however,  Lord  Lyndhurst  intimated 
in  Warrender  v.  Warrender  (d),  that  the  English  law 
knew  no  distinction,  notwithstanding  a  doubt  which  had 
been  thrown  out  in  Tovey  v.  Lindsay  (e)  by  Lord  Eldon. 

(a)  L.  R.  19  Eq.  884.  (d)  2  CI.  &  F.  562. 

(5)  2  Phill.  Eccl.  332.  (c)  1  Dow.  131. 

(c)  7  Moo.  P.  C.  438. 
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Both  of  these  points  are  referred  by  American  jnrispni-     'Fabt  l 

dence,  to  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  parties  at  the  time        . ' 

the  divorce  is  sought  (a).  ^^'  ^' 

The  second  question  which  arises,  with  reference  to  Jnrisdicttonof 
the  subject  of  divorce,  is,  under  what  circumstances  the  to^^^sSve*^"* 
English  Court  will  assume  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  a  mar-  foreign  mar- 
riage not  contracted  in  England,  and  whether  it  will  in  "^^^ 
all  cases  dissolve  a  marriage  which  has  been  so  contracted, 
without  regard  to  the  matrimonial  domicil  at  the  time  its 
interference  is  invoked.     With  regard  to  the  first  point,  it 
may  be  regarded  as  established  that  the  English  Court 
will  dissolve  a  marriage,  without  reference  to  the  place 
where  it  was  contracted,  if  the  domicil  of  the  hasband,  English  domi- 
M. — ^the  matrimonial  domicil — ^is  English  at  the  time  of  g^^^to^^ 
the  petition.    In  Brodie  v.  Brodie  (h),  the  marriage  was  ^^  jurwdic- 
celebrated  in  Tasmania,  and  the  petitioner,  who  was  the 
husband,  had  acquired  an  Australian  domicil.    It  was 
alleged  on  his  behalf  that  he  had  since  gained  a  new 
domicil  in  England,  and  the  Full  Court  regarded  it  as 
unquestionable  that,  if  this  were  established,  they  would 
have  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  the  marriage.  Some  evidence 
of  the  change  of  domicil  was  given,  and  the  Court  eventu- 
ally  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  petitioner  was  "  hond 
Jide  resident "  in  England,  so  as  to  give  them  the  jurisdic- 
tion contended  for.    A  distinction  was  drawn  in  this  case 
between  such  ^'  lonafde  residence,"  and  strict  domicil,  the 
Court  remarking  that  they  said  nothing  as  to  what  the 
effect  of  the  evidence  might  have  been  in  a  testamentary 
suit,  but  that  they  thought  it  had  been  sufficiently  esta- 
blished that  the  petitioner  was    bond  fide  resident  in 
England  to  entitle  him  to  a  decree.    Eor  the  proposition, 
however,  that  something  less  than  domicil  is  sufficient 
to  give  the  English  Courts  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  mar* 
riages,  or  for  any  other  purpose  connected  with  the  lex  d(h 
midUif  there  is  no  other  English  authority  of  any  weight, 
unless  some  expressions  which  fell  from  the  Judge-Ordi- 

(a)  story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  280,  a. 

(b)  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  259;  30  L.J.  P.  &  M.  18{k 
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Part  l     nary  in  Tdverton  v.  Telvertcn  (a)  be  relied  on,  and  the 

^     decisions  of  the  English  Courts  as  to  the  validity  of  Scotch 

^^^-  ^'  divorces  founded  on  the  theory  of  transient  residence,  are 
directly  opposed  to  such  a  principle.  In  Manninff  v.  Mtm- 
ninff  (I),  alluding  to  this  very  case,  Lord  Penzance  said : 
"  I  shall  forbear  to  discnss  the  questions  whether  there 
can  or  ought  to  be  two  sorts  of  doinicil ;  whether  a  bond 
fide  residence  alone  can  in  any  sense  be  called  a  domicile 
and  whether  the  mere  fact  of  residence  ought  or  ought  not 
to  be  sufBcient  to  entitle  a  party  to  sue  in  this  Court  I 
will  remark  in  passing,  that  when  the  case  has  been  re* 
versed,  and  the  Courts  of  this  country  have  had  to  consider 
how  far  persons  who  are  domiciled  Englishmen  shall  be 
bound  by  the  decree  of  a  foreign  Matrimonial  Court,  the 
strong  tendency  has  been  to  repudiate  the  power  of  the 
foreign  Court  under  such  circumstances  to  dissolve  an 
English  marriage.  It  would  be  unfortunate  if  an  opposite 
course  should  be  followed  by  the  Courts  of  this  country, 
when  they  are  determining  to  what  extent  they  will  enter- 
tain the  matrimonial  suits  of  foreigners."  Lord  Penzance 
was  able  to  come  to  the  conclusion  in  this  case  that  there 
was  not  even  the  bond  fide  residence  which  had  been  held 
to  be  sufficient  in  Brodie  v.  Brodie  (0),  and  dismissed  the 
English  domi-  petition  accordingly,  so  that  no  direct  decision  as  to  the 
«i  ^!il!!l!!^'^^  soundness  of  the  distinction  was  arrived  at,  but  in  the  sub- 
sequent  case  of  Wilson  v.  Wilson  (d),  the  same  judge  ex- 
pressed his  opinion  still  .more  strongly  on  the  subject. 
"  Whether  any  residence  in  this  country  short  of  domicil, 
using  that  word  in  its  ordinary  sense,  will  give  the  Court 
jurisdiction  over  parties  whose  domicil  is  elsewhere,  is  a 
question  upon  which  the  authorities  are  not  consistent.  It 
is  the  strong  inclination  of  my  own  opinion  that  the  only 
fair  and  satisfactory  rule  to  adopt  on  this  matter  of  juris- 
diction is  to  insist  u[)on  the  parties  in  all  cases  referring 

(a)  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  574 ;  see  also  Burton  v.  BwrUm,  21  W.  B.  648,  and  tn/ro, 
pp.  66,  69.  (&)  L.  K.  2  P.  &  D.  223. 

(c)  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  259 ;  30  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  185. 
id)  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  485,  441. 
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their  matrimonial  differences  to  the  conrts  of  the  conntrj  Pabt  I. 

]Q  which  they  are  domiciled.    Different  communities  have  ^^^'' 

different  views  and  laws  respecting  matrimonial  obliga-  ^^-  IV. 


tions,  and  a  different  estimate  of  the  causes  which  should  Domid]  neoea- 
justify  divorce.  It  is  both  just  and  reasonable^  therefore^  J^  *°^ 
that  the  differences  of  married  people  should  be  adjusted  to  found 
in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  community  to  which  J^^oJ^. 
they  belong,  and  dealt  with  by  the  tribunals  which  alone 
can  administer  those  laws.  An  honest  adherence  to  this 
principle,  moreover,  will  preclude  the  scandal  which  arises 
when  a  man  and  woman  are  held  to  be  man  and  wife 
in  one  country,  and  strangers  in  another ....  It  is 
not,  however,  necessary  for  me  to  decide  on  this  occasion 
whether  mere  residence,  short  of  domicil  in  this  country, 
18  sufficient  to  found  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  because 
I  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  petitioner  was,  at 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  domiciled  in  this  country.'' 
In  Burton  v.  Barton  (a),  the  petition  of  the  husband  was 
dismissed  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  even  lond  fide 
resident  in  England,  just  as  in  Manninff  v.  Manning  (l), 
and  it  was  therefore  not  necessary  to  decide  whether  any 
residence  short  of  domicil  would  be  sufficient  to  found  the 
jurisdiction.  It  is  true  that  the  Judge-Ordinary  (Sir  J. 
Hannen)  is  reported  in  that  case  as  saying  that  the  juris- 
diction would  not  attach  until  the  husband  had  taken  up 
his  residence  in  England,  but  this  cannot  be  taken  as  an 
authority  by  implication  for  the  theory  that  residence  not 
amounting  to  domicil  would  be  sufficient  in  such  cases.  It 
may  be  mentioned  that  the  contrary  has,  in  fact,  been 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Melbourne  («),  after  a  care- 
ful review  of  most  of  the  English  cases,  and  the  dicta  of 
Lord  Penzance  in  WiUon  v.  WiUon^  to  which  attention 
has  just  been  called,  render  it  improbable  that  the  theory 
suggested  in  Burton  v.  Burton  (d)  will  be  eventually  esta- 

(a)  21  W.  R.  648.  (6)  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  223. 

(e)  Vuggan  y.  Duggan,  reported  in  the  Law  Times,  Dec.  2i>th,  1877,  at 
p.  152. 

(d)  21  W.  B.  648;  see  Firebraee  y.  Firebrace,  26  W.  B.  617;  Deck  y. 
Deck,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  UO ;  Bond  y.  Bond,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  U3. 
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Past  I. 
Pebsons. 


Cap.  IV. 


but  this 
essential  has 
been  dis- 
pensed with. 


blished.  English  domicil  alone  will  henoeforth  probably 
be  considered  as  sufficient  and  necessary  to  justify  an 
English  Court  in  interfering  with  a  marriage  at  the 
instance  of  either  party  to  it  (a).  It  is  quite  dear,  at  any 
rate,  that  such  English  domicil  will  be  regarded  as  suffi- 
cient (l),  and  it  has  been  expressly  decided  in  an  Irish 
case  (e)  that  domicil  without  residence  in  fact  will  do  for 
all  such  purposes.  In  ToUemaeke  y.  TolUmaehe  (d),  the 
Court  decreed  at  the  prayer  of  the  husband,  a  dissolution 
of  a  marriage  contracted  first  in  Scotland  and  afterwards 
in  England.  After  the  marriage  the  parties  principally 
cohabited  in  Scotland,  and  the  wife  contended  that  a 
Scotch  decree  of  divorce  already  made  was  valid,  and  that 
the  Court  had  not  jurisdiction.  It  was  found,  however, 
that  the  husband  still  retained  his  domicil  of  origin,  which 
was  English,  and  the  Court  decreed  a  divorce  as  prayed, 
holding  that  they  could  not  recognise  a  Scotch  divorce  of 
a  domiciled  Englishman. 

It  being  therefore  established  that  the  English  Court 
will  assume  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  a  marriage,  whether 
celebrated  abroad  or  in  England,  if  the  matrimonial 
domicil  at  the  time  of  the  petition  is  English,  it  remains 
to  notice  more  particularly  the  cases  in  which  it  has  done 
so  where  this  condition  has  not  been  complied  with.  In 
Deck  V.  Deeh  (e)  the  marriage  was  an  English  one,  but 
the  husband  had  since  its  celebration  acquired  an  American 
domicil,  where  he  committed  adultery.  The  Court  held 
that  it  had  jurisdiction,  and  made  the  decree  asked  for  by 
the  wife,  resting  their  decision  on  the  two  grounds  that 
the  words  of  the  statute  giving  them  jurisdiction  to  dis- 
solve a  marriage  at  the  instance  of  the  wife  in  such  cases 
(20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  27)  were  large  enough  to  include 
the  case  before  them,  and  that  the  respondent,  though  his 

(o)  Bee  Firebraoe  v.  Firebraeey  26  W.  B.  617  (Fdvertm  v.  Yelverton^ 
1  8w.  &  Tr.  574),  and  Niboyet  v.  N^et,  P.  D.  May,  1878  (not  yet  re|)orted}, 
a  strong  decision  in  &?our  of  the  above  rule. 

(6)  HaidiffY,  Ratdiff,  29  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  171. 

(c)  GiUis  y.  Gillis,  8  Ir.  B.  Eq.  597. 

(d)  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  557. 

(e)  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  90 ;  29  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  129. 


IJJGITIM ACT  AND  HABBIA6E«  67 

domicil  was  American,  was  still  a  natnral-bom  British      Past  I. 

sabject,  and  could  not  shake  off  his  allegiance.    Having       

regard  to  the  expressions  of  Lord  Penzance  in  Wilson  t.  ^^'  ^^' 
Wilson  (a),  quoted  above,  which  agree  with  the  almost 
nnanimons  views  of  foreign  jarists,  and  to  the  view  which 
the  English  Courts  have  taken  of  foreign  divorces  where 
the  parties  have  been  domiciled  in  England,  it  must  be 
admitted  that  the  decision  in  Deck  v.  Deck  is  an  anomar 
loQs  one,  and  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  accurate  expo* 
sition  of  the  present  state  of  the  law  on  the  subject.  In 
Bond  V.  Bond  (b)  it  did  not  distinctly  appear  whether  the 
respondent's  domicil  was  Irish  or  not,  and  the  Court 
therefore  assumed  the  required  jurisdiction,  observing 
that  the  case  was  in  substance  the  same  as  that  of  Deck 
V.  Deeky  which  was  decided  on  the  same  day.  Ydverton 
V.  Ydverton  (e)  was  a  suit  by  the  wife  for  a  restitution  of 
conjugal  rightSy  the  place  of  the  celebration  of  the  mar- 
riage being  Scotch  and  the  domicil  of  the  husband  Irish, 
and  the  Court  held  that  they  had  no  jurisdiction,  after  a 
careful  examination  of  the  older  cases  on  the  subject.  It 
was  further  held  expressly  in  this  case  that  the  wife  could 
not,  as  a  married  woman,  acquire  any  domicil  other  than 
her  husband's  under  any  circumstances,  but  the  later 
diokt  as  to  this  have  already  been  examined  while  treating 
of  domicil  (d),  and  it  may  be  now  taken  that  either  a 
judicial  separation  from  or  desertion  by  her  husband  will 
enable  her  to  do  so  (e),  though  it  will  not  entitle  her  to 
sue  for  a  divorce  in  her  nevi  forum.  In  OdUweU  v.  Call' 
wdl  (/)  neither  the  place  where  the  marriage  had  been 
contracted,  nor  the  domicil  of  the  husband,  who  was  the 
petitioner,  was  English,  but  the  wife  appeared,  and  so 
submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  Had  it  not 
been  for  such  submission,  it  does  not  appear  that  the 

(a)  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  441.  (c)  1  Bw.  ft  Tr.  574. 

(b)  2  8w.  &  Tr.  93.  (d)  Vid,  «i*pra,  p.  17. 

(e)  Le  Sneur  y.  Le  8tteur,  L.  B.  1  P.  D.  189;  Jjolphin  y.  Bdbins,  7 
H  Lj  C  390 

'(/)  8  8w.  &  Tr.  259;  so  in  Zydimki  y.  Zydintiki,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  420» 
mfra. 
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PabtL      decree  which  was  made  in  that  case  conld  have  been 
'     supported.    With  the  exception  of  this  case,  and  that  of 

^^•^'  Deck  V.  Dedk  (a),  which  has  been  already  commented  on, 
there  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  the  English  Court 
will  dissolve  any  marriage  where  the  parties  are  not  domi- 
ciled in  this  country,  even  though  it  was  contracted  here. 
In  Sinonin  v.  MaiUao  (h)  the  Court  assumed  jurisdiction 
to  iaquire  into  the  validity  of  such  a  marriage  a5  initio, 
and  refused  a  decree  of  nallity,  though  such  a  decree  had 
been  obtained  in  France,  where  the  parties  had  been 
domiciled  throughout  It  is  obvious,  however,  that  such 
an  inquiry  belongs  especially  to  the  forum  loci  oonirctetus, 
and  it  would  be  a  very  different  thing  for  an  English 
Court  to  assume  to  dissolve  a  marriage,  for  causes  arising 
after  its  celebration,  where  the  matrimonial  domicil  was 
foreign,  merely  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  originally 
celebrated  in  this  country.  The  decisions,  however,  of 
the  English  Courts  in  cases  where  the  circumstances  have 
been  reversed,  and  they  have  been  called  upon  to  consider 
the  validity  of  divorces  by  decrees  of  foreign  Courts  where 
the  matrimonial  domicil  has  remained  English,  are  all  in 
point  in  considering  the  present  question,  and  have  already 
been  discussed  in  their  proper  place.  The  words,  however, 
of  Lord  Penzance  in  Shaw  v.  AUomey-Qeneral  (e)  are 
deserving  of  attention  in  connection  with  this  subject. 
**  No  case,**  he  says,  "  has  ever  yet  decided  that  a  man  can, 
according  to  the  laws  of  this  country,  be  divorced  from 
his  wife  by  the  tribunals  of  a  country  in  which  he  has 
never  had  either  domicil  or  residence.  He  has  never 
submitted  himself,  either  directly  or  inferentially,  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  such  a  Court,  and  has  never,  by  any  act  of 
his  own,  laid  himself  open  to  be  affected  by  its  process,  if 
it  never  reaches  him.  A  judgment  so  obtained  has,  there* 
fore,  in  addition  to  the  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  incurable 
vice  of  being  contrary  to  natural  justice,  because  the  pro- 
ceedings are  ex  parte  and  take  place  in  the  absence  of  the 

(o)  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  90.  (b)  29  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  97. 

(c)  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  166. 
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party  affected  by  them/'    And  in  accordanoe  with  this     Jf^^rl. 

reasoning  it  has  been  held  that  if  a  husband  whose  jaris-       

diction  is  foreign  appear  nnconditionally  to  a  petition  in  Oap.  IV. 
the  Dirorce  Conrt,  and  take  a  practical  step  in  the  cause/ 
or  by  obtaining  farther  time  to  answer,  he  cannot  after- 
wards contest  the  jurisdiction,  but  must  answer  to  the 
merits.  Under  such  circumstances  his  proper  course 
would  have  been  to  have  appeared  under  protest  (a). 

Since  the  preceding  pages  were  written  the  principles  Besult  of  the 
laid  down  in  them  have  been  confirmed  by  the  case  of  ^^^  ^*"®*' 
Hibcyet  v.  Niboyet  {b\  in  which  Sir  James  Hannen  refused 
to  entertain  a  petition  for  divorce  against  a  French  consul, 
who  had  for  many  years  resided  in  England,  but  had 
retained  his  French  domicil  by  virtue  of  his  international 
office.  It  may,  therefore,  now  be  regarded  as  settled  that 
nothing  short  of  domicil  will  found  the  jurisdiction.  The 
fact  that  the  husband  had  on  a  previous  occasion  himself 
appealed  to  the  English  Court  for  a  divorce,  though  the 
proceedings  had  been  afterwards  abandoned,  was  held 
insufficient,  in  the  same  case,  to  warrant  the  Court  in 
assuming  jurisdiction  over  him. 

8VMMART 
DISSOLUTION  OF  MABBIAGE. 

Where  a  marriage  has  been  celebrated  in  England,  and 
the  domicil  of  the  parties  is  British,  a  foreign  divorce  PP-  ^^^  ^^' 
purporting  to  dissolve  it  will  in  no  case  be  recognised. 

When  the  parties  to  such  a  marriage  were  domiciled 
abroad  at  the  time  of  its  celebration,  and  the  law  of  the 
same  continuing  domicil  purports  to  divorce  them,  the 
better  opinion  seems  to  be  that  an  English  Court  would  P*  ^^* 

(a)  ^e^truft^v.  .^elifu^  2Sw.ftTr.420;  and  see  also  CaQtoeS  y.  C^. 
toett,  3  8w.  &  Tr.  259. 

(6)  P.  D.,  May,  1878  (not  yet  reported),  thns  overmling  the  sngcestion 
in  Firebrace  v.  Firebraee  (26  W.  R.  617)  that  the  Court  might  poaeibly 
aaenme  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  the  marriage  tie  where  the  husband's 
domicil  was  foreign,  though  it  would  not  decree  restitution  of  conjugal 
rights  under  similar  circumstances. 
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leoognise  and  act  upon  such  a  divorce,  if  granted  for  a 
caose  of  divorce  recognised  in  this  country.  (Bat  see 
eatUri,  McCarthy  y.  Deeaix,  2  Buss.  &  Mj.  614.) 

The  same  principle  would  accord  the  same  recognition 
to  a  foreign  divorce  granted  by  the  law  of  the  domicile 
where  the  domicil  of  the  parties  had  been  English  at  the 
time  of  the  marriage,  and  had  been  subsequently  changed. 
(But  see  the  same  case,  eantra.) 

Where  a  marriage  has  been  celebrated  abroad,  an 
English  Court  will  assume  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  it  if  it 
can  be  shewn  that  the  matrimonial  domicil  is  English  at 
the  time  of  the  application. 

But  it  appears  to  be  now  settled,  that  nothing  lem 
than  a  domicil  in  England  will  found  this  jurisdiction, 
although  in  one  case  (Brodie  v.  BrocUe^  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  259) 
it  was  implied  that  residence  not  amounting  to  domicil 
would  do ;  and  in  another,  even  more  questionable,  where 
the  matrimonial  domicil  was  originally  English,  but  had 
become  American,  the  Court  dissolved  the  marriage  on 
the  ground  of  the  original  English  domicil  and  continuing 
British  allegiance  (Deck  v.  Deck,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  90).  So,  it 
would  seem,  the  Court  may  exercise  its  jurisdiction,  not- 
withstanding the  want  of  an  English  domicil,  if  the 
respondent  submit  by  appearance,  and  taking  practical 
steps  in  the  cause,  though  a  former  submission  in  another 
cause  is  not  sufiScient. 
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CHAPTER  V.  Pabti. 

Pkbsoms. 
ARTIFICIAL     AND     CONVENTIONAL     PERSONS,      INCLUDING        cIt^Y. 

FOREIGN      OORPOBATIONS,      STATES,     SOVEREIGNS,     AND  

AMBASSADORS. 

(i.)  Foreiffn  Corporations. 

The  principle  that  laws  are  commands  addressed  to  persons.  Persons  and 
which  has  been  referred  to  above  (a),  renders  it  important  ^'^P®'^**^^** 
to  consider  what  entities  come  within  that  term.  That 
corporations  created  by  statute  or  charter  of  the  British 
Grown  are  for  most  porposes  "  persons  "  within  the  oontem-^ 
plation  of  the  law,  has  long  been,  decided  (b)  ;  and  Order 
iiXiii.  of  the  Judicature  Acts,  1878  and  1875,  recognises 
the  same  principle  by  enacting  that  the  word  '^  person  ** 
shall,  in  the  construction  of  the  Judicature  rules,  unless 
there  is  anything  in  the  subject  or  context  repugnant 
thereto,  include  a  body  corporate  or  politic.  Postponing 
for  the  present  the  discussion  of  the  rights  and  liabilities 
in  an  English  Court  of  independent  Sovereign  States^ 
which  are  clearly  designated  by  the  phrase  ''bodies 
politic,"  it  will  be  nsefcd  to  consider  how  far  a  corporation 
not  created  by  British  statute  or  charter  may  be  consi- 
dered as  a  body  corporate  or  person,  and  in  what  respects 
its  position  in  an  English  Court  may  be  regarded  as 
peculiar. 

It  is  plainly  only  by  a  legal  fiction  that  a  corporate  Artificial 
body,  being  an  abstract  and  intangible  creation  of  the  pe™oi»iity- 
law,  can  be  regarded  as  a  person  at  all.    This  has  given 
rise  to  doubts  whether  the  personality  so  created  can  or 

(a)  Ante,  p.  xlv. 

(6)  See  anthorities  citod  in  OratU  on  ChrporationHf  p;  4,  n.  («). 
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Past  l      ought  to  be  reoognised  in  the  courts  of  any  other  legislar 

*     tare  than  that  which  created  it — whether,  in  fact,  Great 

Cap.  v.  Britain  or  any  other  State  has  a  right  to  create  artificial 
Foreign  persons  which  the  Courts  of  other  countries  shall  be  bound 
CorporaUoM.  ^  recognisc.  It  is  obvionsly  only  by  a  comity  of  nations,  in 
the  strictest  sense  of  the  word,  that  this  recognition  can  be 
given.  The  courts  of  all  countries  are  open  prima  faeie 
to  natural  persons,  and  to  no  others ;  and  an  intangible 
body,  which  claims  to  possess  a  certain  unity  and  indivi- 
duality of  its  own  by  the  law  of  a  foreign  State,  cannot 
claim  as  of  right,  to  be  treated,  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
that  State,  on  the  footing  of  an  ordinary  rational  human 
being.  Such  recognition,  in  fact,  could  only  be  accorded 
between  States  whose  systems  of  jurisprudence  were 
characterized  by  the  same  general  conceptions,  and  who 
had  reached,  approximately  speaking,  the  same  stage  of 
civilization.  It  would  be  impossible,  unless  these  condi- 
tions were  complied  with,  that  the  ordinary  attributes  of  a 
person,  such  as  domicil  and  capacity,  could  be  consistently 
applied  to  these  creations  of  a  foreign  law  ;  and  unless  a 
foreign  corporation  which  claimed  our  recognition  was,  by 
the  law  of  the  State  which  created  it,  substantially  the 
same  thing  as  a  corporation  created  by  statute  or  charter 
here,  we  should  be  unable  to  recognise  it  at  all  (a).  The 
Bight  of  a  principle  that  a  foreign  corporation  may  sue  as  plain  tiff  by 
foreign  ^^  corporate  name  in  an  English  court  was  decided  as  lonir 

oorporation  ^  _    ,^  ° 

to  Bue.  ago  as  173Q  in  The  Dvim  West  India  Oo.  v.  Van  Motes  (b) 

and  Eenriques  v.  Dutch  West  India  Co,  (0),  the  latter  of 
which  was  an  appeal  against  a  judgment  on  a  scire  faoias 
brought  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  first  action  against  the 
bail  of  the  defendant  in  that  case.  It  was  contended  in 
argument  for  the  appellants,  that  no  recognizance  in 
England  could  be  given  to  this  Oeneralis  priwlegiaia 
soeietas  Belgica  ad  Indos  Oeoidentales  nepotians,  inasmuch 
as  the  law  of  England  did  not  take  notice  of  any  foreign 

(a)  GMifsral  Steam  Navigation  Co,  v.  ChdUon,  11  M.  &  W.  877;  Ingate 
V.  Austrian  LloycTe,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  704 ;  27  L.  J.  C.  P.  323. 

(b)  1  Str.  612.  (c)  2  Ld.  Baym.  1532. 
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corporation,  nor  could  any  foreign  corporation  in  their      PabtI. 

corporate  name  and  capacity  maintain  any  action   at       

common  law  in  this  kingdom.  It  was  held,  however,  both  _  ^^^^^j_ 
by  the  King's  Bench  and  the  House  of  Lords  that  the  Foreign 
objection  was  untenable.  In  a  note  added  by  Lord  Eay-  ^^<<^- 
mond  to  the  report,  it  is  said  that  the  originsJ  action  by 
the  Dutch  company,  which  was  for  money  lent,  &c^  was 
tried  at  Nisi  Prius  before  Lord  King  in  1734,  when  it 
appeared  that  the  cause  of  action  accrned  in  Holland. 
Lord  Baymond  proceeds :  **  Upon  the  trial.  Lord  Chan* 
cellor  King  told  me,  he  made  the  plaintiff  give  in  evidence 
the  proper  instruments  whereby  by  the  law  of  Holland 
they  were  effectually  created  a  corporation  there.  And 
after  bearing  the  objections  made  by  counsel,  he  directed 
the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiffs ;  who  accordingly  did, 
and  gave  them  £13,720  damages;  and  afterwards  a 
motion  was  made  in  the  Common  Pleas  to  set  aside  the 
verdict,  but  by  the  unanimous  opinion  of  that  Court  the 
motion  was  denied  "  (a).  This  decision  has  been  recog- 
nised and  adopted  in  subsequent  cases  (i),  and  the  prin* 
dple  that  a  foreign  corporation  may  sue  as  plaintifis 
cannot  therefore  now  be  questioned.  It  must,  however, 
be  taken  subject  to  the  qualification  already  referred  to, 
that  the  foreign  corporation,  so-called,  must  be  something 
with  the  constitution  and  attributes  of  a  body  incorporated 
by  English  law.  It  was  answered  in  argument  to  Lord 
Abinger,  who  said  that  the  Court  did  not  know  what  a 
corporation  meant  in  France,  that  it  was  enough  if  the 
body  referred  to  had  in  France  the  same  incidents  and 
immunities  as  a  corporation  in  England  (e).  So  Byles,  J., 
says :  ''  I  doubted,  and  I  still  doubt,  whether  sect  16  (of 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852)  can  apply  to  a 
foreign  corporation  trading  abroad.    We  have  no  means 

(a)  2  Ld.  Baym.  15S5. 

(b)  SotUh  Carolina  Bank  v.  Case,  8  B.  &  C.  427 ;  Natimal  Bank  of  St 
Charle*  v.  De  Bemale^,  By.  &  M.  N.  P.  G.  190;  Newby  v.  CoIVs  Patent 
Firearms  Co^  L.  B.  7  Q.  B.  293;  SeoU  v.  Boffal  Wax  CandU  Go,,  L.  B. 
1  Q.  B.  D.  404 :  Weetman  y.  A.  E,  Snickarefabrik,  L.  B.  1  Ex.  D.  237. 

(e)  General  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  GuiUtm,  11  M.  &  W.  877,  889. 
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PBB8ON0. 


a  foreign 
corporation 
to  be  sued. 


0^'^'     panies"  (a).    In  the  case  last  cited,  the  statute  referred  to 

Foreign     was  held  not  to  haye  been  intended  to  apply  to  foreign 

Corporaiumi,  corporations ;  but  the  decision  must  be  regarded  as  open 

LiabiUty  of     to  Suspicion,  having  been  questioned  by  Quain,  J.,  in  the 

later  case  of  Scoti  v.  BoycU  Wax  Candle  Co.  (h). 

The  principle  that  foreign  corporations  might  be  recog- 
nised when  suing  as  plaintiffs,  was  not  extended  to  their 
appearance  as  defendants  until  a  considerably  later  date. 
It  was  pointed  out  by  Williams,  J.,  in  Ingaie  v.  Auntrian 
Lloyd^s  (c),  that  there  was  then  (1858)  no  precedent  for 
admitting  foreign  corporations  to  defend  an  action  at  law 
in  their  corporate  capacity ;  but  they  had  certainly  been 
treated  as  defendants  in  the  Courts  of  Chancery,  and 
in  Carron  Iron  Co.  v.  Maelaren  (d)  an  injunction  was 
granted  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  against  a  Scotch,  t.d., 
a  foreign  corporation.    In  the  latter  case,  though  objec- 
tion was  taken  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  service,  and  the 
presence  of   the  company  within  the  jurisdiction  was 
denied,  it  was  not  contended  that  an  English  Court  was 
incompetent  to  treat  a  foreign  corporation  as  defendants, 
if  proper  service  of  the  writ  was  effected  upon  them.     It 
was  not,  however,  directly  held  that  it  was  competent  to 
do  so  until  Neuiby  v.  Van  Oppen  (e).     ''  It  is  true  that  we 
are  not  aware,"  said  Blackburn,  J.,  ^'  of  any  reported  case 
in  which  a  foreign  corporation  has  been  sued  in  a  court  of 
law ;  but  it  seems  to  follow,  from  their  being  permitted 
to  sue  as  plaintiffs,  that  they  must  be  suable  as  defen- 
dants.   It  is,  however,  enough  to  say  that  we  wiU  not  on 
this  ground  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  proceeding.    The 
corporation  may,  if  so  advised,  raise  the  question  after 

(a)  IngaU  ▼.  Awtrian  Uoyd:^,  4  C.  B.  K.S.  704. 

Q>)  L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  D.  404,  at  p.  409  :  and  see  per  Bramwell,  B.,  Wedman 
V.  A.  E.  Smekarefabrik^  t.  R.  1  Ex.  D.  287,  240. 

(c)  4  C.  B.  N.S.  704,  709. 

(d)  5  H.  L.  C.  416  (1855) ;  so  service  ordered  by  Court  of  Ghanoery  on 
an  Iri^  corporation  in  L^eis  v.  Baldwin,  11  Beav.  153;  see  Mattaren  t« 
Simnton,  16  Beav.  285. 

(e)  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  298. 
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appearing  on  the  record."    It  should  be  remarked  that,  in      Pabt  i. 

this  ease,  the  defendant  corporation  was  de  fcusto  carrying       

on  business  in  England,  though  it  does  not  appear  that  ^^*  ^- 
this  fact  was  relied  upon  in  the  judgment  on  the  question  Fw^gn 
whether  the  action  was  maintainable.  So  it  has  been  Cferporottojw, 
held,  since  the  passing  of  the  Judicature  Acts,  that  the 
provisions  in  the  schedule  to  these  Acts  for  service  of 
writs  of  summons  or  notice  thereof  out  of  the  juris- 
diction apply  to  actions  against  a  foreign  corporation 
resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction  (a).  '^  The  language  of 
Order  xi.,  r.  1/'  said  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  ''  appears  to  me  large 
enough  to  include  foreign  corporations,  and  to  be  as  ap* 
plicable  to  them  as  to  foreign  subjects."  "There  is 
nothing  of  the  language  of  the  order/'  said  Quain,  J.,  ^  to 
sanction  our  making  any  difference  between  a  foreign 
subject  and  a  foreign  corporation — ^between  a  natural 
person  and  an  artificial  person — in  respect  of  service,  and 
there  is  no  reason  in  the  nature  of  things  why  we  should. 
With  regard  to  the  decision  in  Ingate  v.  Austrian 
lAoyds  (b),  that  s.  19  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Aoty  1862,  did  not  apply  to  a  foreign  corporation,  I  should 
Uke  to  have  that  decision  reconsidered  if  it  were  neces- 
sary." It  has  been  decided,  however,  that  notice  of  the 
writ  of  summons  must  be  served^  service  of  the  writ  itself 
having  been  set  aside  by  the  Exchequer  Division  of  the 
High  Court  (a).  ''  I  am  of  opinion,''  said  Bramwell,  B., 
in  the  case  last  cited,  *'that  we  ought  not  to  set  aside  the 
order  permitting  the  issue  of  the  writ,  heeauae  a  foreign 
corporation  is  suable  in  this  eountrjff  and  so  a  writ  may  lie 
against  it."  It  can  hardly  be  said  without  arguing  in  a 
circle,  so  feir  as  this  particular  judgment  is  concerned,  that 
it  must  be  inferred  that  a  foreign  corporation  is  suable 
here,  because  the  legislature  has  made  provisions  for 
serving  notice  of  writs  which  have  been  construed  as 
applicable  to  them ;  but  that  reasoning  is  quite  consistent 

(a)  8ooU  ▼.  Royal  Wax  CandU  Co,,  L.  B.  I  Q.  B.  D.  404. 

(6)  4  C.  B.  N.S.  704  ;  27  L.  J.  0.  P.  323. 

(e)  Weidman  t.  A.  E.  anickarefabrik,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  D.  287. 
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Paikt  I.      with  the  decision  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  in  SeoU 

y.  Boyal  Wax  Candle  Go.  {a\  and  with  the  admitted  right 

Cap.  V.     of  the  Conrt  of  Chancery  to  order  service  on  a  foreign 
Foreign     corporation  ont  of  the  jurisdiction,  prior  to  the  passing 
^^^^'y^^'^'  of  the  Judicature  Acts. 

Service  of  It  has  been  said  that  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Newby  v.  Van 

on  foreign  Oppen  (b),  affirmed  the  abstract  proposition  that  a  foreign 
corporation,  corporation  is  suable  in  England.  In  that  case  the  foreign 
corporation  had  a  branch  office  and  carried  on  business  in 
England,  and  it  was  further  held  that  service  in  such  a 
case  must  be  on  a  clerk  or  officer  in  the  nature  of  a  head 
officer,  whose  knowledge  would  be  the  knowledge  of  the 
corporation  (0),  in  accordance  with  the  English  common  law 
rule,  re-enacted  by  statute,  as  to  the  proper  service  of  a 
writ  upon  a  corporation  aggregate.  It  was  with  reference 
to  this  point  alone  that  the  subsequent  case  of  Maekereih 
V.  Ghagow  and  South-  Western  BaUway  Co,  (d)  was  decided, 
and  the  question  of  the  liability  of  a  foreign  corporation 
to  be  sued  at  all  does  not  therefore  seem  to  be  affected  by 
it  The  defendants  in  that  case  were  a  Scotch  corporation, 
with  running  powers  over  an  English  railway  to  Carlisle, 
and  their  only  officer  in  England,  upon  whom  the  writ  was 
served,  was  a  booking-clerk  at  Carlisle,  whose  sole  duty  it 
was  to  issue  tickets  to  travellei-s.  It  was  held,  that  the 
booking-clerk  was  not  a  head  officer  or  clerk  of  the  defen- 
dants, upon  whom  service  of  the  writ  could  properly  be 
made,  and  that  the  defendants  did  not  in  any  sense  reside 
or  carry  on  business  (e)  at  Carlisle,  so  as  to  come  within 
sect.  16  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852  (15  & 
16  Vict.  c.  76).  According  to  the  decisions  under  the 
Judicature  Acts  which  have  been  already  cited  (/),  the 
proper  course  under  similar  circumstances  would  be  to 

(a)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  D.  240.  (h)  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  293. 

(c)  See  Tidd'a  Practice,  ed.  1828,  p.  121 ;  2  WUl.  4,  c.  39,  s.  13;  15  &  16 
Vict  o.  76,  B.  16.  (<0  L.  R.  8  Ex.  149. 

(«)  As  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  carry  on  business,'*  see  Shield  ▼. 
Great  Northern  By.  Co.,  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  331 ;  Gorton  v.  Great  Western  Ry. 
Co.  1  E.  &  E.  258;  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  103. 

(/)  Westman  v.  A.  E.  Snioharefabriky  L.  R.  1  Ex.  D.  237;  Soiti  v. 
RoyaJ  Wax  Candle  Co.,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  D.  240. 
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obtain  leave,  under  Order  n.,  r.  4,  Order  xi.,  r.  1,  of  the      Pabt  i. 
schedule  to  the  Judicature  Acts,  to  issue  a  writ  against       ^^^ 
the  defendants,  and  to  serve  them  with  notice  of  such  writ      ^^-  ^* 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  t.6.,  on  their  head  ofiScer  at  their      Fwitign 
Scotch  head  office.    The  general  principle  that  a  foreign  (^^^^rP^rMms, 
corporation  is  suable  in  England,  subject  to  the  ordinary 
rules  of  English  procedure  as  to  effecting  service,  is  in  no 
way  impaired  by  the  judgment  in  Maekereih  v.  CRasgow 
and  South'  Western  BaUway  Co. ;  nor  is  there  in  rediity 
anything  hostile  to  it  in  Catron  Iron  Co.  v.  Madaren  (a), 
which  was  relied  on  in  argument.    All  that  was  decided 
in  the  latter  case  on  this  point  was  that  an  alleged  agent 
of  the  company  in  England  was  not  an  agent  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  served  with  notice  of  an  injunction ;  and  that 
unless  the  defendants  were  either  resident  in  England  or 
were  sued  in  respect  of  acts  or  property  in  England,  an 
injunction  of  the  English  Court  of  Chancery  ought  not  to 
be  enforced.    No  difference  was  in  fact  made  between  the 
position  of  a  Scotch  corporation  and  a  Scotch  domiciled 
subject;   and  the  distinction  between  a  natural  person 
and  an  artificial  person  created  by  a  foreign  law,  was  not 
referred  to. 

The  cases  which  have  been  decided  upon  the  applica-  Oorporations 
bility  of  certain  English  statutes  to  foreign  corporations,  ^j^  ^ 
created  by  a  subordinate  jurisdiction,   are  not  strictly  T^^^^"^ 
matters  of  private  international  law,  inasmuch  as  they^ 
necessarily  depended  upon  the  presumed  intention  of  the 
English  legislature;  but  it  may  be  mentioned  that  the 
compulsory  provisions  for  winding  up  companies  under 
the  Companies  Act,  1862,  have  been  held  to  include  an 
Indian  corporation,  having  a  branch  office  and  agent  in 
England  (&).     It  was  apparently  assumed,  in  another 
case,  that  such  a  company  could  have  been  wound  up 
under  the  11  &  12  Vict,  c.45,  but  the  order  was  not  made 
on  the  ground  of  its  inexpediency  {e).    It  does  not  appear, 

(a)  5  H.  L.  0.  416,  458. 

Qi)  In  re  Commercial  Bank  of  India,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  517. 

(c)  In  re  Union  BaiUc  of  CalcuUa,  3  De  G.  &  S.  253. 
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Part  I.     however,  that  these  statutes  can  in  any  case  be  regarded 

as  applicable,  or  as  intended  by  the  legislature  to  be 

^^'^'  applicable,  to  foreign  corporations  or  companies  not  esta- 
Foreign  blished  by  a  jurisdiction  under  the  paramount  authority 
<^^<>n^^;^^<n^  of  the  British  Crown.  **  Their  Lordships  are  dearly  of 
opinion/'  said  James,  L.  J.,  in  another  case  (a), ''  that  the 
Companies  Act,  1862,  never  contemplated  that  a  foreign 
partnership,  actually  complete  and  existing  in  a  foreign 
country,  could  be  brought  within  the  purview  of  the 
English  Act  of  Parliament,  the  English  legislature  having 
no  power  over  the  shareholders  of  such  a  company."  It 
was  accordingly  held,  that  the  Consular  Court  in  Egypt 
could  not  issue  a  sequestration  against  such  of  the  members 
of  a  railway  company  and  partnership  in  Egypt  as  were 
resident  within  its  jurisdiction,  for  not  complying  with  an 
order  of  that  Court  to  register  the  company  as  one  of 
limited  liability  under  the  Companies  Act»  1862.  The 
order,  however,  was  obviously  ineffectual  for  other  reasons, 
being  merely  addressed  to  the  only  two  members  of  the 
committee  of  the  railway  company  who  resided  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and  who  had  no  other  claim  to 
represent  the  partnership. 
BomicU  of  It  has  already  appeared  that  corporations  are  regarded 

corporations,  ^  persons  capable  of  "  residence  "  beyond  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  State  by  whose  legislature  they  were  created, 
and  it  therefore  becomes  of  interest  to  consider  how  iar 
they  are  considered  as  possessed  of  domicil,  and  by  what 
rules  that  domicil  is  governed.  A  corporation  being  in 
fact  a  mere  intangible  creature  of  the  law,  its  domicil 
must  be,  as  Westlake  puts  it  (&),  a  notional  conception 
only,  introduced  for  purposes  of  jurisdiction  and  law.  It 
is  commonly  supposed  that  a  company  resides  where  it 
has  its  central  ofSce  for  the  transaction  of  its  business;  and 
certainly  when  it  is  also  registered  under  and  created  by 
the  laws  of  that  jurisdiction,  it  must  be  regarded  as  having 
its  domicil  there,  if  anywhere.    The  question  then  arises, 


(a)  Bulkeley  v.  SekuUz,  L.  B.  3  P«  0.  764«  769. 

(b)  WestUke,  P.  I.  L.  §  55. 
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whether  a  corporation  can  in  any  case  have  two  domicils  ?—      Pabt  i. 

asy  for  example,  when  it  has  its  head  office  for  the  trans-       ' 

action  of  business  in  one  State,  and  is  registered  under  the      ^^•^- 
statutes  of  another ;  or  when  it  has  important  offices,  and      Foreign 
carries  on  distinct  busmess  within  each  jurisdiction.    In  ^^''"y^****^^' 
The  Oarron  Iron  Co.  y.  Madaren  (a)  an  injunction  had 
been  obtained  against  a  Scotch  corporation,  restraining  it 
from  taking  certain  proceedings  in  Scotland,  and  notice 
of  the  injunction  was  served  both  on  the  company's  agent 
in  London,  and  on  the  manager  in  Scotland.    The  com- 
pany did  not  appear,  and  the  injunction  was  afterwards 
dissolved  on  their  motion.    Lord  Cranworth  laid  down 
that  there  was  no  rule  or  principle  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
which,  after  a  decree  for  administering  a  testator's  assets 
(which  was  the  case  under  discussion),  would  induce  it  to 
interfere  with  a  foreign  creditor  resident  abroad,  suing  for 
his  debt  in  the  courts  of  his  own  country,  and  that  over 
such  a  creditor  the  Courts  here  could  exercise  no  jurisdic- 
tion whatever.    This  was  in  effect  an  enunciation  of  the 
principle  that  a  person  domiciled  abroad  is  not  justiciable 
to  the  order  of  an  English  Court,  except  in  respect  of  acts 
done  or  to  be  done  in  England,  or  in  respect  of  property 
locally  situate  in  England  (b).    It  was  then  further  laid 
down  that  on  the  facts  the  Carron  Iron  Company,  so  far  as 
they  could  be  said  to  have  any  locality  at  all,  must  be  con- 
sidered as  a  body  'locally  situate"  in  Scotland;  and  that 
the  fact  that  they  had  property  in  England,  and  a  resident 
agent  for  the  sale  of  their  goods,  though  it  might  enable 
the  Court  to  make  its  injunction  effectual,  could  not  justify 
its  issue.    The  company  was  therefore  regarded  as  having 
its  domicil  in  Scotland,  but  it  was  not  directly  laid  down 
that  it  might  not  have  been  also  regarded  as  domiciled  in 
England,  if  the  feu^ts  had  warranted  such  a  view.    It  was 
said  indeed,  by  Lord  St.  Leonards,  who  dissented  from 
Lord  BM)Ugham  and  Lord  Cranworth  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  that  it  might    ''This  company,  I  think,  may 

(a)  5  H.  L.  a  416 ;  S.C.  mib  nom.  Maelaren  v.  Staintan,  16  Bear.  279« 
(6)  Story,  §  589,  540 ;  Westlake,  P.  I.  h.  $  127. 
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Past  I.      properly  be  deemed  both  Scotch  and  English.    It  may, 

*     for  the  purposes  of  jurisdiction,  be  deemed  to  have  two 

^^^'^'      domicils.-   Its  business  is  necessarily  carried  on  byagents. 
Foreign      and  I  do  not  know  why  its  domicil  should  be  considered 
Corporattaiu.  ^  y^  confined  to  the  place  where  the  goods  are  manufac- 
tured.   The  business  transacted  in  England  is  very  exten- 
sive.   The  places  of  business  may,  for  the  purposes  of 
jurisdiction,  be  properly  deemed  the  domicil "  (a).     It  is 
to  be  observed  that  the  elicto  of  Lord  St.  Leonards  do  not 
go  the  length  of  saying  that  a  corporation  may  have  two 
domicils  for  any  purposes  except  those  of  jurisdiction,  and 
the  peculiar  nature  of  the  jurisdiction  claimed  should  also 
be  remembered.    It  will  be  seen  in  its  proper  place  (h) 
that  mere  transient  residence  within  the  jurisdiction,  coming 
far  short  of  domicil,  will  be  held  to  justify  an  English 
Court  in  acting  in  personam,  when  there  is  any  equity 
affecting  the  person  in  relation  to  an  act  done  or  to  be 
done,  or  to  property  locally  situate,  in  England. 
Beddeuce  of       It  is  Seldom,  in  hctf  that  the  domieil  of  a  corporation, 
corpoiatioB..  ^^^^  sfealdiig,  can  oome  in  question.    The  ca86B  in 

which  the  test  of  domicil  is  usually  applied  are  those 
which  arise  on  questions  of  marriage,  divorce,  legitimacy, 
and  succession ;  matters  in  which  no  legislation  can  give 
the  so-called  person  of  a  corporation  the  power  of  par- 
taking. What  is  most  commonly  disputed  is  the  appli- 
cability or  non-applicability  of  certain  statutes  which  use 
the  words  **  residence  "  or  '^  carrying  on  business,"  to  the 
facts  proved  with  regard  to  a  foreign  corporation;  and 
between  these  cases  and  those  which  turn  on  domicil 
proper  there  is  a  narrow  but  well-defined  line  to  be  drawn. 
Besidence  itself  is,  of  course,  a  phrase  not  strictly  applicable 
to  a  corporation.  Its  use,  in  the  words  of  Huddleston,  B.  (0), 
is  founded  upon  the  habits  of  a  natural  man,  and  is  there- 
fore inapplicable  to  the  artificial  and  legal  person  to  which 
the  name  corporation  is  given  by  the  law.  Nevertheless, 
as  residence  has  been  appointed  for  some  purposes  as  the 

(a)  6  H.  L.  0.  416,  449.         (6)  Infrh,  Chaps.  VI.  (i%  VII.  (i).  VDL  (i). 
(e)  Cesena  Sulphur  Co.  v.  Nich/oUon^  L.  B.  1  £z.  D.  428,  452.  ' 
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test  of  a  trader's  liability  to  the  inrisdiction  of  the  Crown,  Pabt  i. 

and  as  a  corporation  can  nndonbtedly  trade,  it  has  become       

necessary  to  determine  how  far  a  corporation  can  reside.      Q^-  ^^ 


By  schedule  D.  to  the  2nd  section  of  16  &  17  Vict  c.  34,  Foreign 
duties  are  granted  to  the  Crown  (inter  alia)  «  in  respect  ^>P^~^- 
of  the  annual  profits  or  gains  arising  or  accruing  to  any  Bendenoe  of 
person  residing  within  the  United  Kingdom  from  any  ^^^^  ®°** 
profession,  trade,  employment,  or  vocation,  whether  the 
same  shall  be  carried  on  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  else- 
^prhere."  By  sect.  5  of  the  same  statute,  and  by  5  &  6  Yict 
c.  35,  8.  40,  the  word  "person,"  as  used  here,  includes 
**  corporation  "  or  "  joint-stock  company/'  The  residence 
of  a  coi-poration  within  the  United  Kingdom  is  therefore 
made  a  conclusive  test  of  its  liability  to  pay  income  tax 
in  respect  of  the  whole  of  its  yearly  gains,  wherever  made. 
The  cases  that  have  been  decided  on  the  question  of 
the  "  residence  "  of  a  corporation  within  the  United  King- 
dom, for  these  purposes,  by  no  means  support  the  dida 
of  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  The  Garron  Iron  Company  v. 
Maelarm  (a),  just  referred  to,  as  to  the  possibility  of  a 
company  having  a  double  residence  or  domicil.  In  The 
AU.-Oeneral  v.  Alexander,  the  question  was  as  to  the 
liability  under  the  section  of  the  Income  Tax  Acts,  cited 
above,  of  the  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank.  It  was  proved 
that  the  bank  was  a  corporation  created  by  Turkish  law, 
and  had  its  seat  fixed,  by  the  concession  and  the  statutes 
which  constituted  it,  at  Constantinople,  with  power  to 
establish  branches  and  agencies  at  other  places.  It  was 
the  State  bank  of  Turkey,  where  it  was  a  bank  of  issue,  and 
was  charged  with  the  collection  of  the  revenue,  and  with 
certain  operations  relating  to  the  currency,  and  with  the 
payment  of  interest  on  the  public  debt,  and  received  from 
the  State  a  subsidy  on  account  of  the  business  transacted  by 
it.  On  its  creation  it  took  over  and  continued  to  carry  on 
the  business  of  an  English  bank  in  London ;  and  since  its 
creation,  the  annual  meetings  of  shareholders  had  always 
been  held,  and  dividends  declared,  in  London ;  though  the 

(o)  5  H.  L.  416.  449. 

a 
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Part  I.  fltatntefl  permitted  the  annual  meetings  to  be  held  at  any 

^°^'"'  place  which  the  committee  of  management  might  fix.    It 

Gap.  Y.  was  held,  that  the  bank  most  be  regarded  as  residing  at 

foreign  Gonstantinople  alone,  where  it  had  its  seat,  and  not  in 

Corp&rati<m$,  London,  and  that  it  was  consequently  only  liable  to  pay 

Besidenoe  of  income  tax  on  the  profits  made  by  it  in  England.    ''  We 

oorporatioiit.  j^^^^    ^    j^  ^j^h  this  question,"    said    Cleasby,  B., 

"merely  upon  the  words  'any  person  residing  in  the 
United  Kingdom.'  Now,  if  residence  could  not  be  predi- 
cated of  a  corporation,  if  the  idea  were  not  applicable  to  a 
corporation  under  this  Act  of  Parliament,  then,  of  course, 
the  first  branch  of  the  schedule  could  not  apply.  The 
argument  is  not  put  on  that  ground;  and  we  have  to 
consider  whether  it  is  made  out,  not  only  that  the  word 
'person'  is  fulfilled  by  this  body,  which  is  a  corporation, 
but  whether  the  terms  *  residing  within  the  United  King- 
dom '  are  also  satisfied.  ...  It  appears  to  me  sufficient 
to  say  that,  looking  at  the  constitution  of  the  Imperial 
Ottoman  Bank,  we  can  see  it  did  not  carry  on  business  in 
England  in  such  a  sense  that  we  should  be  justified  in 
saying  it  resided  here  ...  It  is  not  made  out  that  the  bank 
is  resident  in  England,  or  is  even  carrying  on  its  busmeas 
here,  though  some  of  its  business  is  carried  on  here  "  (a). 
^It  was  contended  at  firsts"  said  Amphlett,  B.,  in  the 
same  case,  "  that  a  person  carrjdng  on  business  in  London 
or  elsewhere  might  be  said  to  reside  where  he  was  carry- 
ing on  business ;  so  that,  if  he  had  two  or  three  establish- 
ments in  different  countries,  he  might  be  said  to  reside  in 
any  of  those  countries.  •  .  .  But  this  was  abandoned  as 
untenable  (b) ;  and  if  that  is  so,  if  an  individual  cannot 
be  said  to  reside  wherever  he  carries  on  his  business,  how 
can  a  foreign  corporation  be  said  to  reside  within  the 
kingdom  for  no  other  reason  than  that  it  carries  on 
business  there?  It  must  follow  the  same  rule.  What, 
then,  is  the  reasonable  meaning  of  a  corporation  residing 
anywhere?    It  appears  to  me  that  it  is  this,  that  a 

(o)  L.  R.  10  Ex.  82. 

(6)  SuUey  v.  Attomey-Generaly  5  H.  &  N.  711 ;  29  L.  J.  Ex.  464. 
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corpoiation  may  be  said  to  reside  whererer  it  has  its      PabtI. 
seaf*  (a).  ^'^'^ 

The  principle  of  these  judgments  is  confinned  by  the  ^^^'  ^' 
later  decision  in  the  analogous  case  of  Tke  CesatM  Sulphur  Foreign 
Company  v.  Niehohon  (6),  which  depended  upon  the  same  ^^*^TP<i^^<'**^^' 
statute.  Both  in  that  case  and  in  the  instance  of  The  Besidenoe  of 
Oaleutta  Jute  MUh  Company,  which  was  argued  at  ^e  ""P*"**"^'^- 
same  time,  the  corporation  in  question  was  incorporated 
nnder  the  English  statutes  (the  Companies  Acts,  1862  and 
1867)  with  a  board  of  directors  who  met  in  England, 
where  the  head  ofSce  was  situated.  In  both  cases  the 
profits  were  exclusively  earned  abroad,  where  the  whole  of 
the  practical  business  was  carried  on ;  and  in  both  cases  it 
was  decided  that  the  company  was  resident  in  England, 
and  must  pay  income  tax  upon  the  whole  amount  of  its 
profits,  wherever  earned  (o).  The  decision  of  Kelly,  C.B., 
was  based  upon  the  ground  that  whether  there  might  or 
might  not  be  more  than  one  place  at  which  the  same 
corporation  or  joint^ock  company  resided,  a  joint-stock 
company  did  at  any  rate  reside  where  its  place  of  incop* 
poration  was,  where  the  meetings  of  the  whole  company, 
or  those  who  represented  it,  were  held,  and  where  its 
governing  body  met  in  bodily  presence  for  the  purposes 
of  the  company,  and  exercised  the  powers  conferred  upon 
it  by  statute  and  by  the  articles  of  association.  ^'The 
use  of  the  word  ^residence,'"  said  Huddleston,  B.,  ''is 
founded  upon  the  habits  of  a  natural  man,  and  is  therefore 
inapplicable  to  the  artificial  and  legal  person  whom  we 
call  a  corporation.  But  for  the  purpose  of  giving  efiect 
to  the  words  of  the  legislature  an  artificial  residence  must 
be  assigned  to  this  artificial  person,  and  one  formed  on  the 
analogy  of  natural  persons.  ...  I  do  not  think  that  the 
principle  of  law  is  really  disputed,  that  the  artificial  resi- 
dence which  must  be  assigned  to  the  artificial  person  is 

(a)  L.  B.  10  Ex.  20, 83.  Hi)  L.  R.  1  Ex.  D.  42S. 

(e)  Inoome  tax  is  tother  payable  upon  the  whole  amount  of  the  annual 
profiiB,  whether  such  profits  are  or  are  not  remitted  to  this  country  for 
distribution  among  shareholders  :  Imperial  Continental  Oae  AsBodation  v. 
NiehoUon,  37  L.  T.  717. 

G  2 
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Paut  I.  the  place  where  the  real  business  is  carried  on."    It  will 

^^^'  be  seen  that  though  Kelly,  C.B.,  guarded  himself  from 

Ca^-  ^'  being  supposed  to  lay  down  that  a  corporation  could  have 

Foreign  but  one  residence,  the  language  jost  cited  is  not  limited 

Corpordtum.  y^j  ^  similar  restriction,  and  points  strongly  to  that  pro- 

Besidence  of  position.    The  language  of  Amphlett,  B.,  in  The  Attorney^ 

ooipora  ioD«.  q^j^^^^i  y^  AleoDander  is,  as  has  been  already  pointed  out, 

even  more  decided.  It  is  obrious  that  if  the  artificial 
residence  which  is  attributed  to  an  artificial  person  is 
to  be  analogous  to  the  natural  residence  attributed  to  a 
natural  person,  the  analogy  must  be  carried  out  con- 
sistently. The  birth-place  of  a  natural  individual  is  not 
conclusiye  evidence  of  his  domicil  or  his  residence.  It  is 
prima  fa4ne  evidence  of  his  domicil  of  origin,  and  his 
domicil  of  origin  is  primd  facie  his  actual  domicil  and 
residence  de  facto.  He  may  be  a  man  who  once  resided 
in  one  country,  and  now  resides  in.  another,  but  he  can 
only  be  residing  in  one  country  at  the  time  the  inquiry  is 
made  (b).  So  in  the  case  of  an  artificial  person,  incorpo- 
ration and  registration  are  or  should  be  merely  facts  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  in  determining  the  locality  of  the 
artificial  residence  which  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  corpo- 
ration. Prima  fade  they  shew  where  it  resides ;  but  if  it 
is  established  that  the  seat  of  its  business  is  elsewhere, 
that  it  has  in  fact  left  its  birth-place,  those  circumstances 
are  no  more  conclusive  than  is  the  circumstance  of  birth 
in  the  case  of  the  natural  individual  (c).  Further,  just 
as  a  natural  person  must  be  pronounced,  for  the  purposes 
of  domicil,  to  be  resident  in  some  one  place  more  than  in 
any  other,  however  nicely  balanced  the  evidence  may  be, 
so  a  corporation  should  be  regarded  as  necessarily  having 
its  seat  or  centre  of  operations  {der  MOtdpunkt  des  Oe- 
sehdfies,  le  centre  de  Tentreprise)  in  some  one  spot  to  the 
exclusion  of  all  others.     It  may  be  difficult  to  decide 

(a)  Cenena  Sulphur  Co.  v.  NichoUon,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  D.  428,  452.  454. 

(fe)  Story,  §  45  (a.);  Weatlake,  §  316;  SomervilU  v.  SomervtUe,  5  Vee. 
786.  This  does  not  apply  to  mercantile  domioil  in  time  of  war :  The  Jonge 
Klasina,  5  C.  Rob.  297. 

(c)  Cesena  Sulphur  Co.  v.  NicJidsoriy  L.  R.  1  Ex.  D.  428,  453. 
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between  two  or  more  places  whose  claims  appear  conflict-  Pabt  l 

iBg,  bat  it  appears  to  be  the  duty  of  the  law  to  pronounce  

between  them,  and  to  declare  that  in  fact  as  well  as  in  ^^^'  '^- 


law  one  establishment  is  the  centre  where  the  corporation      Foreign 
resides,  while  the  other  establishments  are  merely  branch  ^^''^y^^^- 

offices  or  agencies.  Residence  of 

The  seat  of  a  corporation  being  therefore  the  place  "^'^'*"*  "*^^ 
where  the  business  is  carried  on,  the  English  decisions  on 
those  statutes  which  make  it  necessary,  for  the  purposes  of 
county  court  jurisdiction,  to  determine  where  the  place  of 
business  of  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  is  carried  on  (a)^ 
will  afford  some  assistance  in  answering  the  question  in 
individual  eases.  Thus  it  has  been  held  that  the  place  of 
business  of  a  lime,  cement,  brick,  and  manure  company 
was  at  their  works  in  Somersetshire,  where  the  lime,  &c., 
was  made,  sold,  and  delivered,  and  not  in  London,  where 
the  registered  o£Sce  was  situate  and  the  meetings  of  the 
directors  had  been  held  (I) ;  that  a  registered  company 
does  not  ^^  carry  on  its  business  "  where  an  agent  sells  their 
goods  in  his  own  name  (c) ;  that  the  Great  Western  Bail- 
way  Company  carried  on  its  business  at  Paddington,  the 
Liondon  and  North- Western  Railway  Company  at  Euston 
Square,  and  the  Great  Northern  Eailway  Company  at 
King  8  Cross,  and  not  at  the  minor  stations  on  the  line  (d) ; 
and  that  the  seat  of  the  business  of  a  promenade  pier 
company  was  in  London,  where  the  registered  office  was 
situate  and  the  general  business  transacted,  although  the 
pier,  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  which  were  the  sole 
objects  of  the  company's  existence,  and  from  which  the 
whole  revenue  of  the  company  was  derived,  was  situate  at 
Aberystwith  in  Wales  (e).  And  a  railway  company  in- 
corporated under  a  private  Act  of  the  British  Parliament 

(a)  Taylor  y.  Crowland  0<u  and  Coke  Co^  11  Ex.  1 ;  24-  L.  J.  Ex.  238. 

(h)  Keyntham  Blue  Lias  Lime  Co,  y.  Baker,  33  L.  J.  Ex.  41.  But  see 
Ceeena  Sulphur  Co.  y.  JSichoUony  L.  B.  1  Ex.  D.  428,  died  above,  with 
which  this  case  appears  scarcely  consistent 

(e)  OldKam  Building,  Ac,  Co.  y.  Heald,  83  L.  J.  Ex.  286. 

Id)  Adams  y.  Great  Western  By.  Co.,  30  L.  J.  Ex.  124 ;  6  H.  &  N.  404 ; 
JBnwn  y.  London  and  North-Western  By.  Cb.,  32L.  J.  Q.B.31S;  4B.&a 
826;  Shiels  y.  Great  Northern  By.  Co,,  80  L.  J.  Q.  B.  381. 

(e)  Aberysttoith  Promenade  Pier  Co.  y.  Cooper,  85  L.  J.  Q,  B.  44. 
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Part  I.  for  the  pnrpose  of  makiDg  a  railway  in  Ireland,  with  an 

^^^  office  in  Westminster  for  the  transaction  of  business,  and 

Gap.  v.  no  property  or  effects  in  Ireland,  was  held  to  be  a  foreign 


Foreign  Corporation  so  as  to  be  bonnd  to  give  security  for  coBts 
OorporatwM,  ^j^^^  suing  in  England  (a).  Whether  these  decisions  are 
Residence  of  all  strictly  in  concord  is  not  so  important  as  the  general 
oorpoiBtioM.  conclusion  to  which  they  point,  that  the  question  where  a 
corporation  resides,  dwells,  has  its  seat,  or  carries  on  its 
business,  is  one  and  the  same  question  of  fact,  depending 
for  its  answer,  as  does  the  question  of  domicil  in  the  case 
of  an  indiyidual,  upon  a  review  of  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  particular  case.  Notwithstanding  certain  ambiguous 
expressions  in  the  case  of  The  Carron  Iran  Company  t. 
M(idaren  (I),  which  have  been  already  referred  to,  it  seems 
probable  that  this  sort  of  residence  is  the  nearest  approach 
to  the  domicil  of  an  indiyidual,  of  which  the  artificial 
person  called  a  corporation  is  capable. 
DiBoovery  by  Foreign  corporations,  when  once  they  have  become  liti* 
oorp^tionB.  g^^^  1^  <^  English  Court,  occupy  the  same  position  as 
natural  individual  persons;  and  their  peculiar  nature  is 
not  allowed  to  deprive  their  opponent  of  any  of  the  ordi- 
nary rights  incidental  to  litigation.  Order  xxxi.,  rule  4 
of  the  schedule  to  the  Judicature  Acts  provides  that  if 
any  party  to  an  action  be  a  body  corporate  or  any  other 
body  of  persons,  empowered  by  law  to  sue  or  be  sued, 
whether  in  its  own  name  or  in  the  name  of  any  officer  or 
other  person,  any  opposite  party  may  apply  at  chambers 
for  an  order  allowing  him  to  deliver  interrogatories  to  any 
member  or  officer  of  such  corporation  or  body  of  persons, 
and  an  order  may  be  made  accordingly.  Whether  a 
foreign  corporation,  incorporated  by  foreign  and  not  by 
English  law,  was  included  under  the  general  term  ewfo- 
ration  might  perhaps  haye  been  disputed ;  but  it  has  been 
sufficiently  shewn  that  it  Is  at  any  rate  a  **  body  of  persons 
empowered  by  law  to  sue  or  be  sued,"  and  it  therefore 

(a)  Kilkenny,  cfec.,  -By.  Go.  v.  FeOAen,  6  Ex.  81 ;  20  L.  J.  Ex.  141 ;  Edin- 
hwrgh  and  Leith  Ry.  Co.  v.  Davnon^  7  Dowl.  578. 
(6)  5  H.  L.  C.  416. 
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clearly  oomes  within  the  latter  part  of  the  mle.    The  PawfL 

same  rule  has  been  applied  to  the  case  of  a  foreign  re-  '  

public,  in  a  case  (a)  from  which  it  appears  that  where  the  C^-  '^• 


foreign  corporation  or  State, is  plaintiff,  all  proceedings      Forwgn 
may  be  stayed  until  a  proper  person  is  named  on  their  (^^orporauans. 
behalf  to  give  discovery. 

(ii.)  Fareiffn  Stateg  and  Sovereigns. 

With  regard  to  any  particular  municipal  law,  a  foreign  Penonailty 
State  must  be  regarded  as  occupying  a  position  closely®'®***^ 
analogous  to  that  of  a  foreign  corporation ;  the  personality 
of  the  latter  being  conferred  upon  it  by  its  own  municipal 
law,  while  that  of  the  former  is  created  by  the  public  law 
of  nation&  **  Every  government,**  says  Lord  Cranworth, 
^*  in  its  dealings  with  others  necessarily  partakes  in  many 
respects  of  the  character  of  a  corporation.  It  must,  of 
necessity,  be  treated  as  a  body  having  perpetual  succes- 
sion. It  would  not'  be  represented  by  all  or  any  of  the 
individuals  of  whom  it  is  from  time  to  time  composed. 
With  respect  to  the  provisional  government,  during  the 
time  of  the  transactions  in  question,  material  changes 
took  place  as  to  the  persons  who  from  time  to  time  exer- 
cised its  fiinctions.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  de- 
fendants ever  were  agents  of  all  or  any  of  the  individuals 
who  from  time  to  time  composed  that  government.  Those 
who,  as  constituting  the  government,  stood,  if  they  did 
stand,  in  the  relation  of  cestuiB  que  trust  or  of  principals 
towards  the  defendants,  ceased  to  fill  that  character  when 
they  ceased  to  be  members  of  the  government ;  so  that, 
the  executive  government  being  now  at  an  end,  either  the 
defendants  have  ceased  to  fill  the  character  of  trustees  or 
agents  at  all,  or  they  have  become  trustees  or  agents  for 
the  plaintiff,  as  the  person  now  in  possession  of  the  supreme 
authority.  The  case  may  be  likened  to  that  of  a  person 
who  had  property  in  his  hands  entrusted  to  him  by  a 

(a)  Republic  of  Cotia  Riea  v.  Erlangery  L.  R.  1  Gh.  D.  171. 
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oorporation  "  (a).  The  passage  just  cited  shews  that  the 
analogy  between  a  oorporation  and  a  State  may  be  pushed 
eren  further.  When  the  GrOTemment  in  possession  of 
the  sapreme  authority  assumes  a  democratic  or  republican 
form,  the  State  occupies  the  position,  with  regard  to  foreign 
municipal  law,  of  a  corporation  aggregate.  When  the 
constitution  of  the  State  is  monarchical,  the  Sorereign 
18  regarded  as  a  corporation  soU,  Until  comparatiyely 
modem  days,  the  maxim  of  the  French  despot,  '^  L'tltai^ 
e^est  mai"  was  so  far  true  that  the  So?ereign  was  uni- 
Tersally  regarded  as  the  essential  representative  of  the 
State  over  which  he  ruled ;  and  it  was  well  settled  that  a 
foreign  Sovereign  could  sue  in  an  English  Court  long 
before  the  personality  of  a  republic  or  confederation  of 
States  came  in  question  (&).  Nor  is  the  admitted  right 
of  a  foreign  Sovereign  to  sue  confined  either  to  his  own 
private  and  personal  injuries,  or  even  to  the  rights  of 
property  which  are  vested  in  him  by  the  law  of  his  State. 
He  is  the  representative  of  his  nation,  and  may  sue  in 
respect  of  all  public  political  rights  which  belong  to  him 
as  such,  whether  they  are,  for  internal  purposes,  vested  ia 
him,  or  in  some  legislative  or  representative  body  of  the 
State  (o).  It  is  of  course  obvious  that  a  foreign  Sovereiga 
cannot  sue  in  respect  of  an  international  wrong ;  t .&,  aa 
injury  done  by  one  State  to  anothen  The  only  redress 
for  such  an  injury  as  that  lies  in  diplomacy  or  war ;  but 
whenever  either  the  private  property  of  the  Sovereign,  or 
the  public  property  of  the  State  of  which  he  is  the  imper- 
sonation, is  injured  by  a  private  individual  belonging  to 
another  State,  the  tribunals  of  that  State  are  available  to 
repair  the  wrong  (d).  It  appears,  however,  to  have  been 
laid  down  as  a  rule  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of 


(a)  King  of  Two  Sicaies  v.  Wilcox,  20  L.  J.  Gh.  417,  420 ;  1  Sim.  N.  S. 
SOI. 

Q)  BoUe  Ab.  tit  <<  Admiralty  "£.  3 :  King  of  Spain  y.  HuUett,!  Bow 
&  Gl.  169 ;  Nabob  of  Arcot  v.  East  India  Co.,  S  B.  G.  G.  180 ;  Emperor  of 
BrazU  v.  Bobinton,  1  Dowl.  P.  G.  522. 

(c)  Emperor  of  Austria  v.  Day,  2  Giflf.  628. 

(d)  King  of  Ttoo  Sicilies  v.  WUcox,  1  Sim.  N.  8.  801 ;  HulleH  v.  King  of 
Spain,  1  Dow  &  01. 169 ;  Emperor  of  Austria  y.  Day,  2  Giff.  628. 
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the  King  of  Spain,  and  adopted  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  Pabt  l 
in  The  Emperor  of  AwMa  v.  Day,  that  the  dignity  of  ^*^^ 
sach  a  plaintiff  is  not  to  be  disparaged  by  giving  him      O^.y. 

costs-  Foreign 

It  has  been  already  stated  that  the  interpretation  clause  ^^* 
in  the. schedule  to  the  Judicature  Acts  includes  in  the 
word  '^person/'  in  the  construction  of  the  Bules  of  Court, 
corporations  and  bodies  politic  (Order  Lxni.,  sched.  to 
Judicature  Acts,  1873  and  1875);  language  which  in 
itself  points  to  a  distinction  between  ordinary  foreign 
corporations  and  those  greater  international  personalities 
which  are  commonly  called  States,  and  is  probably  bor- 
rowed from  language  used  by  Lord  Hatherley  in  a  well- 
known  modem  case  (a),  in  which  the  principle  that  such 
bodies  politic  have  a  right  to  sue  was  eventually  laid  down 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  {h). 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  only  difficulty  in  recc^ising  Bight  of 
the  right  of  a  foreign  State  to  sue  in  an  English  Court,  as  ^"j^^J"  ®***® 
distinguished  from  the  Sovereign  of  such  a  State,  arose 
from  the  simple  fact  that  a  State  had  not,  on  the  ordinary 
principles  of  law,  any  individuality  which  entitled  it  to 
the  rights  of  a  natural  person — ^in  other  words,  it  was 
neither  a  natural  person  nor  an  artificial  person,  such  as 
a  corporation.  In  other  respects,  the  arguments  in  favour 
of  the  right  of  a  Sovereign  to  sue  in  his  representative 
character  applied  with  equal  force  to  the  right  of  a  nation 
li?ing  under. a  democratic  form  of  government  ''I  have 
no  doubt,"  says  Lord  Bedesdale, "  but  a  foreign  Sovereign 
may  sue  in  this  country ;  otherwise  there  would  be  a  right 
without  a  remedy.  He  sues  here  on  behalf  of  his  sub- 
jects ;  and  if  foreign  Sovereigns  were  not  allowed  to  do 
that,  the  refusal  might  be  a  cause  of  war  "  (c)«  A  plausible 
objection  was,  however,  raised  to  the  right  of  a  State  to  sue 
in  its  own  impersonal  name,  on  the  ground  that  such  a 
plaintiff  would  be  able  to  sue  without  naming  any  person 

(a)  United  States  of  America  v.  Wagner,  h.  B.  3  Eq.  724,  781. 

(6)  8.  0.  2  Ch.  582. 

(c)  Hullett  V.  King  of  Spain,  1  Dow  ft  CI.  174. 
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to  act  on  their  behalf,  or  to  comply  with  the  ordinary 
requisitions  of  jaetice  in  the  progress  of  the  suit,  thus  ob- 
taining an  advantage  which  no  other  suitor  could  secure  (a). 
This  difficulty  has,  however,  been  overcome  in  the  case  of 
an  ordinary  foreign  corporation  for  trading  purposes,  by 
making  the  secretary  or  other  officer  a  party  for  the 
purpose  of  discovery,  the  Court  assuming  that  such  officer 
is  under  the  control  of  the  corporation  (b)  ;  but  it  was  at 
first  regarded  as  an  insuperable  bar  to  an  action  by  a 
corporate  State  not  represented  by  a  Sovereign.  Thus,  in 
The  Oolumhian  Qcvemrneni  v.  BoihiehUd^  a  demurrer  was 
allowed  to  a  bill  brought  by  the  Columbian  GoYemment 
in  that  name.  **  A  foreign  State,"  said  Sir  J.  Leach,  **  is 
as  well  entitled  as  any  individual  to  the  aid  of  this  Court 
in  the  assertion  of  its  rights,  but  it  must  sue  in  a  form 
which  makes  it  possible  for  this  Court  to  do  justice  to  the 
defendants.  It  must  sue  in  the  names  of  some  public 
officers  who  are  entitled  to  represent  the  interests  of  the 
State,  and  upon  whom  process  can  be  served  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants,  and  who  can  be  called  upon  to  answer 
the  cross  bill  of  the  defendants.  This  general  description 
of  the  'Columbian  Government'  precludes  the  defen- 
dants from  these  just  rights ;  and  no  instance  can  be  stated 
in  which  this  Court  has  entertained  the  suit  of  a  foreign 
State  by  such  a  description ''  (o).  This  decision  was  recog^ 
nised  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  King  of  Spain  v.  HvliM 
and  HuUett  Y.Kmp  of  Spain  (e2),  and  followed  by  Y.-C.  Page 
Wood  (Lord  Hatherley)  in  1867 ;  but  his  judgment  was  ex- 
pressly reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  and  Hie  Columbian 
Government  v.  Both9ohild  distinguished.  *'The  dictum," 
said  Lord  Chelmsford, ''  that  a  foreign  State  must  sue  in 
the  name  of  some  public  officers  who  are  entitled  to  repre- 
sent the  interests  of  the  State,  must  have  referred  to 
some  persons  or  body  in  whom  the  interests  of  the  State 

(a)  United  States  of  America  y.  Wagner,  L.  B.  3  Eq.  724,  781 ;  CoUim- 
Han  Government  y.  RothechUdt  I  Sim.  94. 
(6)  CoUing  Co,  y.  Brown,  8  £.  ft  J.  422 ;  Wyok  y.  Meal,  8  P.  Wms.  311. 

(c)  1  Sim.  94, 103. 

(d)  7  Bl.  N.  S.  359 ;  2  Bl.  N.  S.  31. 
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were  vested,  and  who  were,  therefore,  entitled  to  repre- 
sent it  in  a  snit.  There  was  nothing  upon  the  face  of  the 
bill  to  indicate  whether  the  Government  of  Columbia  was 
such  a  body,  or,  indeed,  of  whom  it  was  composed ;  so  that, 
if  the  defendants  had  been  desirous  of  filing  a  cross  bill, 
they  would  have  been  wholly  unable,  from  information 
contained  in  the  original  bill,  to  know  upon  whom  process 
should  be  served  ....  I  do  not  see  what  injustice  can 
be  done  by  permitting  the  United  States  of  America  to 
proceed  in  this  case  in  their  own  name.  ...  If  the  de- 
fendant wishes  to  obtain  a  discovery,  and  files  a  cross  bill 
for  that  purpose,  he  may  apply  to  the  United  States  to 
name  some  person  from  whom  the  discovery  sought  for 
may  be  obtained,  and  if  they  refuse  to  furnish  him  with 
this  information,  the  Court  will  be  justified  in  staying  the 
proceedings  in  the  suit  until  the  defendants'  demand  is 
complied  with  "  (a).  And  Lord  Cairns  said,  in  the  same 
case,  that  nothing  could  be  more  unreasonable  to  suppose 
that  Sir  J.  Leach  meant  in  Oolwmbi<m  Oovemment  y. 
BaOmhCId  to  decide,  and  to  decide  for  the  first  time,  that 
a  republic  could  not  sue  in  its  own  name,  but  must  have, 
or  must  create,  some  ofiicer  to  maintain  a  suit  on  its 
behalf. 

The  principle,  then,  that  a  State  not  represented  by  a 
Sovereign  may  nevertheless  sue  in  its  own  name  in  English 
courts,  as  a  personality  created  by  the  law  of  nations, 
must  be  taken  as  settled,  and  has  been  followed  in  several 
subsequent  cases  (b).  This  intangible  personality  does, 
in  fact,  occupy  exactly  the  same  position  in  a  republic 
that  the  Sovereign  holds  in  a  monarchy.  The  Sovereign, 
in  a  monarchical  form  of  goyemment,  may,  as  between 
himself  and  his  subjects,  be  a  trustee  for  the  latter,  more 
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(a)  UnUed  StaU$  of  Ameriea  v.  Wagwr,  L.  B.  2  Oh.  582,  589.  This 
procedure  was  actually  followed  in  Bepublio  of  Peru  y.  Weguelin,  L.  R. 
20  Eq.  liO.  The  person  named  should  have  been  made  defendant  in  a 
cross  suit  onder  the  old  practice ;  see  now  Judicature  Acts,  Ord.  xxi., 
r.  4. 

(b)  Republie  of  Liberia  y.  Imperial  Bank,  L.  B.  16  Eq.  179 ;  9  Ch.  5S9 ; 
Rmublio  of  Co9ta  Riea  y.  Erlanger,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  88;  Bepublio  of  Peru  y. 
Weguain,  L.  B.  7  C.  P.  852 ;  20  Eq.  140. 
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or  less  limited  in  his  powers  over  the  property  which  he 
seeks  by  action  to  recover.  Bat  in  the  courts  of  a  foreign 
State^  as  in  diplomatic  intercourse  with  the  Government 
of  a  foreign  State*  it  is  the  Sovereign,  and  not  the  State, 
or  the  subjects  of  the  Sovereign,  that  is  recognised.  From 
him,  and  as  representing  him  individually,  and  not  his 
state  or  kingdom,  is  an  ambassador  received.  In  hini 
individually,  and  not  in  a  representative  capacity,  is  the 
public  property  assumed  by  all  other  States^  and  by  the 
Courts  of  all  other  States,  to  be  vested.  In  a  republiOyOn 
the  other  hand,  the  sovereign  power,  and  with  it  the 
public  property,  is  held  to  remain  and  to  reside  in  the 
State  itself,  and  not  in  any  officer  of  the  State.  It  is 
from  the  State  that  an  ambassador  is  accredited,  and  it 
is  with  the  State  that  the  diplomatic  intercourse  is  con- 
ducted (a).  The  right  to  the  public  property  of  the  State 
must  draw  with  it  the  right  to  sue  for  that  property,  and 
to  enforce  the  choses  in  action  which  are  a  part  of  it. 
Hence  the  only  difficulty  in  the  way  of  recognising  the 
right  of  a  State  to  sue  in  its  own  name  could  never  have 
been  more  than  a  technical  one,  the  proper  method  of 
overcoming  which  has  already  been  indicated  {b). 

The  liability  of  a  foreign  State  or  Sovereign  to  be  sued 
in  the  tribunals  of  another  country  rests  of  course  upon 
very  different  principles.  A  Sovereign  or  a  sovereign 
State  who  submits  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  tribunal 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  relief  does,  of  course,  by 
asking  its  assistance,  impliedly  waive  any  sanctity  or  pro- 
tection which  the  law  of  nations  gives  him  or  it,  and  stands, 
with  reference  to  the  procedure  and  practice  of  the  Courts 
in  the  position  of  an  ordinary  litigant  (c).  There  is  not, 
however,  any  authority  for  holding  that  a  foreign  Sovereign 
who  has  not  so  submitted  himseK  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
Court  of  another  country  may  be  sued  or  made  i^menable 

(a)  Per  Lord  Cairns,  in  Untied  States  of  America  v.  Wagner^  L.  B.  2  Gh. 
582  593. 

(h)  RepMic  of  Peru  v.  Wegudin,  L.  B.  20  £q.  140. 

(o)  EulleU  V.  Kifig  of  Spain,  4  Buss.  225,  560;  1  Dow  &  CI.  169; 
1  CI.  &  F.  3^3 ;  7  Bl.  N.  S.  359 ;  Duke  of  Brunsioick  v.  King  of  Hanover. 
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in  it ;  and  if  such  an  action  was  nominally  maintainable, 

the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  it  could  not,  of  course,  be 

executed  without  a  breach  of  public  international  law,  and 

the  danger  of  incurring  war.    In  Calviris  Case  (a)  it  is 

indeed  said  that  if  a  King  of  a  foreign  nation  come  into 

England,  by  the  leave  of  the  King  of  this  realm  (as  it 

ought  to  be),  he  shall  sue  and  he  sued  by  the  name  of  a 

King ;  but  the  object  of  the  dietum  is  to  shew,  not  that 

a  foreign  Sovereign  may  be  sued,  but  that  a  foreign 

Sovereign  carries  his  dignity  with  him  into  England,  and 

is  a  King  there  as  much  as  in  his  own  realm.     Nor  is 

there  any  instance  cited  to  support  the  principle  except  a 

'dictum  from  a  case  decided  in  11  Eld.  III.  (b),  that  if  a 

man  bring  a  writ  against  Edward  Baliol,  and  name  him 

not  King  of  Scotland,  the  writ  should  abate.     Edward 

Baliol  was,  of  course,  a  feudatory  of  the  Crown  of  EIngland, 

and  not  a  foreign  Sovereign  at  all  in  the  modern  meaning 

of  the  term»    The  case  referred  to  by  Selden  (c),  where 

the  King  of  Spain  was  outlawed  for  not  appearing  in  a 

suit,  or  {)aying  the  costs  which  had  been  adjudged  against 

him,  shews,  in  effect,  that  a  foreign  Sovereign  cannot  prac^ 

tically  be  sued  unless  he  submits  to  the  jurisdiction.   The 

King  of  Spain  not  having  appeared,  there  could  of  course 

be  no  demurrer ;  and  it  would  in  fact  have  been  impossible 

to  have  obtained  the  fruits  of  the  judgment  which  seems 

to  have  been  given  against  him  by  default^  had  it  not  been 

for  the  fact  that  he  had  submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  so 

far  as  to  bring  other  suits,  which  were  then  pending, 

against  English  merchants.     By  the  process  of  outlawry, 

he  could  of  course  be  prevented  from  presenting  these, 

and  this  questionable  course  had  therefore  the  effect  of 

inducing  him  to  pay  the  costs  that  were  claimed,  that  he 

might  be  allowed  to  maintain  the  other  actions  he  had 

brought  in  English  Courts.  In  HuIleU  v.  Kinff  of  Spain  (d) 

(a)  7  Rep.  (Coke),  15  b.  (b)  Moor.  803 ;  9  Co.  117,  b. 

(o)  Seidell's  Table  Talk  **Law/'  8.  Bee  Lord  CampbeU's  remarks  on 
thiB  case,  impeaching  its  authority,  in  De  Haber  y.  Quien  of  Portugal^  17 
Q.  B.  211. 

(d)  1  CI.  &  F.  354. 
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Past  I.  a  cro68  bill  was  no  doubt  held  to  be  maintainable  against 
a  foreign  Sovereign ;  but  there  the  King  of  Spain  had  bj 
his  original  bill  submitted  to  the  jarisdiotion,  and  therefore 
rendered  himself  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Court  and 
liable  to  the  rules  of  practice.  In  Duke  of  Brunswick  t. 
Kinff  of  Hanover  the  subject  was  carefully  considered  hj 
Lord  Langdale,  who  laid  down  that  although  in  many 
instances  sovereign  princes,  for  the  sake  of  having  a  claim 
or  right  determined,  might  have  been  afforded  an  oppor* 
tunity  of  appearing,  and  might  have  voluntarily  appeared 
as  defendants  before  the  tribunals  of  this  country,  yet  that 
it  did  not  appear  how  a  foreign  prince  could  be  effectually 
cited,  nor  what  control  an  English  Court  conld  have  over 
him  or  his  rights ;  and  further  that  no  case  had  been  dted 
before  him  in  which  it  had  been  determined  that  a  foreign 
Sovereign,  not  himself  a  plaintiff  or  claimant,  and  insisting 
upon  his  alleged  right  to  be  exempt  from  the  jurisdiction, 
had  been  held  bound  to  submit  to  it  '^  On  the  whole,** 
said  Lord  Langdale, "  it  ought  to  be  considered  as  a  general 
rule,  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  nations,  that  a  sovereign 
prince,  resident  in  the  dominions  of  another,  is  exempt 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  there  "  (a). 
Liability  of  It  has,  however,  happened  that  the  characters  of  Sove- 
sl^^kn^  w§  '^^g^  ^^^  subject  have  at  the  same  time  existed  in  the 
same  person,  in  which  ease  the  test  of  liability  has  been 
whether  the  action  was  brought  in  respect  of  transactions 
entered  into  in  the  capacity  of  the  Sovereign  or  of  the 
subject.  Thus  in  the  case  just  cited,  where  the  King  of 
Hanover  was  also  a  British  peer  resident  in  England,  it 
was  held  that,  being  a  subject  of  the  Crown,  he  was  liable 
to  be  sued  in  the  courts  of  this  country  in  respect  of  any 
acts  and  transactions  done  by  him,  or  in  which  he  might 
have  been  engaged,  as  such  subject,  but  not  for  any  acts 
done  by  him  as  King  of  Hanover,  or  in  his  character  of  a 
sovereign  prince  (b).    It  was  added,  that  where  there  was 

(a)  Ihike  of  Brufuufick  \.  King  of  Hanover,  6  Beay.  1,  51.  See  the 
older  oaaes  oiBardoy  v.  JBuweU,  3  Yes.  431 ;  De  la  Tome  v.  Bemale$^  cited 
5  Beav.  21. 

(6)  Ihid.  6  Beav.  1,  57. 
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a  doubt  as  to  the  capacity  or  character  in  which  any  par- 
ticular act  was  done,  it  ought  to  be  presumed,  prima  fdoie, 
that  it  was  done  in  the  capacity  of  the  Sovereign.  Simi- 
larly in  Moodalay  ▼•  Morion  (a),  Lord  Eenyon  says :  ^*  I 
admit  that  no  suit  will  lie  in  this  court  against  a  sovereign 
power  for  anything  done  in  that  capacity,  but  I  do 
not  think  the  East  India  Company  is  within  the  rule. 
They  have  rights  as  a  sovereign  power;  they  have  also 
duties  as  individuals ;  if  they  enter  into  bonds  in  India, 
the  sums  secured  may  be  recovered  here.  So  in  this  case, 
as  a  private  company  they  have  entered  into  a  private 
contract,  to  which  they  must  be  liable."  The  case  of  The 
Nabob  of  India  v.  The  East  India  Company  (b),  according 
to  the  note  to  the  report,  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
decided  exactly  with  reference  to  the  general  liability  of 
the  defendants  to  an  action,  but  rather  on  the  groond  that 
the  transaction,  in  respect  of  which  they  were  sued,  was  a 
matter  of  political  discussion;  but  this  appears  to  be  no 
more  than  evidence  that  the  company  had,  in  that  trans* 
action,  acted  in  their  political  or  sovereign  capacity,  and 
not  in  the  character  of  a  private  trading  company  or  cor- 
poration. The  judgment,  which  is  extremely  shorty  is 
put  on  the  ground  that  the  circumstance  of  the  defendants 
being  subjects  of  the  Crown  was  immaterial,  inasmuch  as 
the  plaintiff  had  treated  with  the  East  India  Company  in 
the  transaction  as  with  an  independent  Sovereign.  In 
other  words,  a  person  or  personality,  in  whom  the  cha- 
racters of  Sovereign  and  subject  are  united,  is  liable  to  an 
action  in  English  Courts  for  all  acts  or  contracts  entered 
into  in  his  private  capacity,  but  not  in  respect  of  transac- 
tions in  which  he  has  been  engaged  as  the  sovereign 
impersonation  of  a  State. 

Further,  even  when  the  alleged  sovereign  power  does  Waiyer  of 
not  also  bear  the  character  for  certain  purposes  of  the^JJJJj^^ 
subject  of  another  Sovereign,  it  would  appear  that  the 


V 


\ 


(o)  1  B.  C.  0.  47  a. 

(t)  4  B.  0.  C.  179 ;  %b,  note ;  and  see  Secretary  of  State  for  India  v. 
Kamackee  Boye  Sahaba ;  18  Moo.  P.  G.  22. 
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privilege  of  independent  sovereignty  may  be  waived  by 
the  £Bket  that  trade  has  been  carried  on  by  the  Sovereign  in 
the  apparent  character  of  and  sabject  to  the  same  condi* 
tions  as  a  private  individoaL  In  the  case  of  The  Swift  (a), 
it  was  contended  that  the  old  Navigation  Laws  (15  Car.  II. 
c.  7),  which  prohibited  the  conveyance  of  European  pro- 
duce from  one  colony  in  America  to  another,  were  binding 
upon  the  King,  and  Lord  Stowell,  iu  holding  that  there 
bad  not  been  in  that  particular  case  a  breach  of  the  law, 
expressed  the  following  opinion :  ''  The  utmost  that  I  can 
venture  to  admit  is  that,  if  the  King  traded,  as  some 
Sovereigns  do,  he  might  fall  within  the  operation  of  these 
statutes.  Some  Sovereigns  have  a  monopoly  of  certain 
commodities,  in  which  they  traffick  on  the  common  prin- 
ciple that  other  traders  traffick ;  and  if  the  King  of  England 
so  possessed  and  so  exercised  any  monopoly,  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  that  he  must  not  conform  his  traffick  to 
the  general  rules  by  which  all  trade  is  regulated  "  (ft).  If 
the  Sovereign  of  Great  Britain  is  to  become  amenable  to 
the  procedure  of  his  own  tribunals  by  entering  into  trade 
as  a  private  individual,  it  would,  a  fortiori^  seem  that  the 
immunity  of  foreign  Sovereigns  could  be  waived  in  the 
same  manner.  The  question  arose  incidentally  in  The 
Oharhieh  (e\  which  was  a  cause  of  damage  instituted  by 
the  owners  of  a  Dutch  vessel  against  a  steamship  belong- 
ing to  the  Khedive  of  Egypt,  and  carrying  the  flag  of  tlie 
Ottoman  Navy,  but  at  the  time  of  the  collision  under 
charter  to  British  subjects  and  advertised  to  carry  cargo 
to  Alexandria.  It  was  held  that  the  action  was  maintain- 
able,  both  on  the  ground  that  the  Khedive  of  Egypt  was 
not  an  independent  Sovereign,  and  on  the  ground  that, 
even  if  he  was,  the  privilege  of  sovereignty  did  not  exclude 
an  action  for  damage  against  the  vessel  itself,  being  a 
proceeding  in  rem;  but  it  was  also  intimated  by  Sir  R. 
Phillimore  that,  even  assuming  that  the  Khedi?e  was 
entitled  to  the  immunity  of  a  Sovereign,  he  had,  by  enter- 


(a)  1  Dods.  S20  (1813).  (6)  1  Dods.  320,  389. 

(tf)  L.  B.  4  A.  J^  E.  69. 
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ing  into  trade  as  a  private  individaal,  waived  or  forfeited      Pabt  I. 
that  privilege.    "  If  ever  there  was  a  ease  in  which  the       ™^^^' 
alleged  Sovereign,  to  use  the  language  of  Bynkershoek  (a),      ^^^-  ^' 
was  strenvs  mereatorem  agens,  or  in  which,  as  Lord  Stowell     Foreign 
says,  he  ought  to  traflSc  on  the  common  principles  that      ^^^^*' 
other  traders  traffic,  it  is  the  present  case ;  and  if  ever 
a  privileged  person  can  waive  his  privilege  by  his  con- 
duct, the  privilege  has  been  waived  in  this  case"  (b). 
And  lastly,  the  ordinary  immunity  from   action  which  Waiver  by 
attaches  to  a  foreign  Sovereign  may  be  waived  by  the  ^^unify  ^^ 
acquisition  of  immoTable  property  within   the  jurisdic- 
tion (c) ;  so  far,  that  is,  as  actions  relating  to  such  immov- 
able property  are  concerned.    This  is,  no  doubt,  strictly 
upon  the  ground  that  no  law,  municipal  or  international, 
can  be  permitted  to  withdraw  any  part  of  the  soil  of  a 
State  from  the  control  of  its  tribunals ;  and  that  foreigners, 
whether  Sovereigns  or  subjects,  are  only  allowed  to  acquire 
and  hold  British  land  subject  to  the  condition  of  waiving 
any  such  privilege  conferred  by  international  law;  but 
Sir  B.  Phillimore  points  out  that  it  may  also  be  supported 
on  two  grounds.    These  are,  first,  that  the  owner  of  such 
property  has  so  incorporated  himself  into  the  jural  system 
of  the  State  in  which  he  holds  such  property,  that  the 
ailment  of  general  inconvenience  to  States  from  allowing 
the  exemption  outweighs  the  argument  from  convenience 
on  which  the  exemption  in  other  matters  is  bottomed; 
and  secondly,  tliat  such  a  suit  can  be  carried  on  without 
the  necessity  of  serving  process  upon  the  Sovereign,  or  of 
interfering  in  any  way  with  such  personal  property  as 
may  be  requisite  for  the  due  discharge  of  his  functions  (d). 

If  the  foreign  government  does  not  appear  and  submit  Liability  of 
to  the  jurisdiction,  there  may,  of  course,  be  eases  in  which  ^"t^^gtate 
relief  may  be  practically  obtained  against  an  agent  em- 
ployed by  it,  without  the  necessity  of  considering  whether 

(a)  Opera  Omnia,  vol.  ii.  p.  165  (ed.  1767). 

(6)  L.  R.  4  A.  &  E.  59,  99  ;  Phill.  Int.  Law,  ii.  181  (2nd  ed.) ;  Wheaton, 
Int.  Law  (Danii),  8. 101,  p.  161. 

(c)  Wheaton,  Int.  Law  (Dana)  s.  103 ;  The  Charkieh,  L.  B.  4  A.  &  E.  97  ; 
Taylor  v.  Be$t,  14  C.  B.  487,  623 ;  23  L.  J.  C.  P.  89. 

(d)  L.  R.  4  A.  &  E.  97  ;  i?cr  Sir  R.  Phillimore. 
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the  action  is  on  principles  of  international  law  maintain- 
able against  the  goyernment  itself,  Thas  in  Larivtere  ▼. 
Morgan  (a),  the  French  Goyemment  had  contracted  in 
England  for  the  purchase  of  a  large  quantity  of  ammuni- 
tioUy  which  was  to  be  paid  for  through  the  French 
ambassador  when  accepted ;  and  the  defendants,  Morgan 
and  others,  who  were  English  bankers,  wrote  to  the  con- 
tractor in  England  that  a  special  credit  for  £40,000  had 
been  opened  in  his  fayour,  and  would  be  paid  to  him  on 
receipt  of  certificates  from  the  French  ambassador.  Part 
of  the  ammunition  haying  been  deliyered  and  paid  for, 
further  certificates  and  payments  were  refused,  and  the 
contractor  thereupon  filed  his  bill  against  the  bankers  and 
the  French  Goyernment,  praying  to  haye  the  balance  of 
the  £40,000  brought  into  court,  and  for  an  inquiry  and 
payment.  The  French  Goyernment  did  not  appear ;  but 
the  bankers  were  ordered  to  bring  the  money  into  Court, 
and  the  contractor  was  declared  to  be  entitled  to  payment 
for  all  goods  deliyered  under  the  contract.  **  I  will  put 
the  case,"  said  Lord  Hatherley,  *'  of  a  foreign  goyernment 
haying  placed  in  this  country  a  sum  of  money,  and  haying 
charged  it  with  certain  trusts  to  be  performed,  subject  to 
which  the  balance  is  to  be  paid  back  to  the  foreign  goyern- 
ment Is  it  possible  to  say  that  in  such  a  case  the  trustee 
is  not  liable  to  perform  the  trust  because  the  foreign 
goyernment,  one  of  the  oeduis  que  trudy  cannot  be  made 
to  appear  ?  "  (6)  So  in  Gladstone  y.  Musurue  Bey  (c),  where 
the  plaintiffs  had  deposited  certain  securities  in  the  Bank 
of  England  in  the  name  of  the  Turkish  ambassador,  to 
secure  the  performance  by  them  of  a  contract  they  had 
entered  into  with  the  Turkish  Goyernment,  on  the  Turkish 
Goyernment,  through  their  ambassador,  threatening  to 
withdraw  the  securities  deposited  without  haying  fulfilled 
their  part  of  the  contract,  it  was  held  that  though  it  was 
not  competent  to  the  plaintiffs  to  obtain  an  injunction 


(a)  L.  B.  7  Ch.  550. 

(6)  L.  R.  7  Ch.  560 ;  8Uven9(m  v.  Amlerson,  2  V.  &  B.  407. 

(c)  1  H.  &  M.  495. 
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against  the  Turkish  Goyernment  or  ambassador,  yet  an  Pabt  I. 

injanction  might  be  granted  against  the  Bank  to  restrain  ^^• 

them  from  parting  with  the  securities  or  the  funds  repre*  G^-  ^• 


senting  them.  In  that  events  if  the  Ottoman  Government  Foreign 
or  its  ambassador  had  attempted  to  compel  the  Bank  to  ^^°^' 
pay  the  proceeds  to  them,  or  to  obtain  damages  against  it 
for  refusing  to  do  so,  they  would  of  course  have  been 
compelled  to  avail  themselves  of  the  assistance  of  the 
English  Courts,  and  therefore  would  have  been  regarded 
as  submitting  to  the  jurisdiction  for  all  purposes.  But  Eqiiities 
where  the  contract,  which  it  is  really  attempted  to  take^^t^^ 
advantage  of  and  enforce,  was  actually  made  with  the  ^^^'^s^  ^^^^* 
foreign  Sovereign,  a  bill  was  held  not  to  lie  against  a 
third  person  with  whom  the  same  foreign  Sovereign  had 
entered  into  an  agreement  in  derogation  of  the  advantages 
promised  by  his  former  contract  with  the  plaintiffi,  the 
bill  praying  an  injunction  and  a  declaration  of  the  plaintiffs' 
exclusive  right  (a) ;  and  it  was  said  by  Lord  Hatherley, 
that  those  who  depend  upon  the  grant  of  a  foreign  Sovereign 
cannot  obtain  the  aid  of  the  Court  against  the  act  of  the 
foreign  Sovereign  in  making  a  second  grant  inconsistent 
with  the  first.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  in  this  case  the 
Ottoman  Bank,  who  were  the  nominal  defendants,  were  in 
no  sense  the  trustees  or  agents  of  the  Ottoman  Govern- 
ment, and  the  substantial  ground  of  the  decision  seems  to 
have  been,  that  the  Court  could  not  assert  any  jurisdiction 
to  interfere  with  any  acts  of  a  foreign  Sovereign  done  in 
the  exercise  of  his  sovereign  power.  The  only  equity 
alleged  as  affecting  the  defendants  was  that  they  had 
entered  into  their  agreement  with  the  Ottoman  Govern- 
ment with  full  knowledge  of  the  prior  concession  to  the 
plaintiffs;  but  with  neither  of  these  contracts  did  the 
Court  hold  that  it  had  any  jurisdiction  to  deal,  and  it 
could  not,  therefore,  deal  with  the  equities  arising  out  of 
them. 

How  far  relief  may  be   obtained  against  a  foreign 
Sovereign  by  a  proceeding  in  rem  (excluding  the  case  of 

(a)  Oladdone  v.  Ottoman  Bank,  1  H.  &  M.  505. 
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does  Dot  appear  qaite  free  from  doabt«  In  The  Oharhieh  (a). 
Cap.  V.     Sir  11.  Phillimore  held  that,  even  if  the  Khedive  was  en- 


Foreign  titled  to  the  privileges  of  a  sovereign  prince,  it  would  not 
^5^'  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  entertain  a  cause  of 
Property  of  damage  against  a  vessel  belonging  to  him  ;  but  that  de- 
—utility  of!*  cision  was  apparently  on  the  ground  that  the  Charkieh, 
though  the  property  of  the  Khedive,  was  yet  employed  by 
him  for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  trade,  as  if  the  property 
of*  a  private  individual.  It  was  not  held,  and  never  has 
beeuy  that  a  ship  of  war  belonging  to  the  navy  of  a  foreign 
government  is  liable  to  any  proceedings  in  an  English 
Court  (b).  The  opinion  of  Lord  Stowell  in  The  Prins 
Fredei*ik  (e)  pointed  to  the  opposite  conclusion.  In  that 
ease  a  Dutch  ship  of  war  had  been  saved  from  shipwreck 
by  British  subjects,  who  libelled  her  for  salvage.  On  an 
objection  to  the  jurisdiction  being  taken,  it  was  contended 
tbat  the  salvors  were  not  suing  a  foreign  Sovereign  in 
pereonam,  but  were  proceeding  in  rem  against  a  ship  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  Court.  According  to  Lord 
Campbell  (e2).  Lord  Stowell  was  of  opinion,  in  accordance 
with  that  which  he  had  previously  expressed  in  The 
Comus  (e),  that  this  distinction  was  untenable ;  but  a  re- 
presentation having  been  made  to  the  Dutch  Groverument 
on  the  subject,  the  matter  was  settled  by  arbitration.  But 
it  is  quite  clear  that,  if  a  foreign  Sovereign  does  not  choose 
to  appear  to  an  action  brought  against  him  here,  movable 
property  belonging  to  that  Sovereign  which  happens  to  be 
locally  situate  in  England  cannot  be  attached  to  compel 
appearance  (/).  It  was  said  in  the  cases  cited,  that  if 
such  an  attachment  be  issued,  the  garnishee  is  the  proper 
person  to  move  for  a  prohibition,  but  that  such  a  prohibi- 
tion may  be  granted  on  the  motion  of  the  Sovereign  who 

(o)  L.  R.  4  A.  &  E.  59. 

(6)  lb.  100,  96.  (c)  2  Dods.  451,  cited  17  Q.  B.  212. 

■    (d)  De  Haher  v.  Queen  of  Portugal^  17  Q.  B.  212. 

(6)  Cited  2  Doda.  4t)4. 

(/)  WadMDorth  v.  Queen  of  Portugal,  20  L.  J.  Q.  B.  488 ;  17  Q.  B.  171 ; 
De  Hdber  v.  Queen  of  Portugal,  20  L.  J.  Q.  B.  496 ;  17  Q.  B.  196. 
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has  not  appeared  in  the  action,  or  even  on  that  of  a  mere      Part  L 
stranger.    In  the  first  case  it  was  not  expressly  stated  that        J^^- 
the  Queen  of  Spain  was  sued  in  her  sovereign  capacity,  but      Cap.  v. 
it  was  held  safBcient  that  that  fact  should  appear  from  the     Foreign 
disclosures  in  the  affidavits;   and  it  appears  from  the      ^^^' 
judgment  in  DiJce  of  BrwMwich  v.  King  of  Hanover  (a) 
that  the  law  in  such  a  case  will  presume  the  foreign 
Sovereign  to  have  acted  in  that  character. 

The  rules  which  have  been  laid  down  above,  as  to  the  Sovereignty 
rights  and.  liabilities  of  foreign  Sovereigns  and  States  in  SSnJ^op^"" 
English  Courts,  are  of  course  subject  to  the  condition  that  foreign  stite 
the  international  independence  and   personality  of  the^'^^^^"^  ^^ 
alleged  Sovereign  or  State  shall  have  been  recognised  by 
the  Government  of  Great  Britain  in  accordauce  with  the 
law  of  nations ;  and  English  Courts  are,  it  seems,  bound 
to  know  or  ascertain  judicially  whether  such  recognition 
has  in  fact  been  accorded  (b).     In  The  Charhieh  this 
question  arose  with  reference  to  the  Khedive  of  Egypt, 
before  Sir  R  Phillimore,  who  stated  in  his  judgment  that 
he  had  endeavoured  to  inform  himself,  and  had  had  re* 
course  to  obtain  this  knowledge  to  (1)  the  general  history 
of  the  Goyemment  of  Egypt,  (2)  the  firmans  which  con- 
tain the  public  law  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  on  the  subject, 
(3)  the  European  treaties  concerning  the  relations  between 
Egypt  and  the  Porte,  and  (4)  the  Foreign  Office  itself. 
On  these  materials  Sir  B.  Phillimore  held  that  the  Khedive 
of  Egypt  was  not  an  independent  Sovereign,  thus  sanction- 
ing by  implication  the  view  taken  by  counsel,  that  the 
sovereignty  or  quasi-sovereignty  of  a  foreign  government 
or  prince  was  not  to  be  established  by  evidence  offered  by  judicially  aa- 
the  parties  in  the  cause,  but  by  the  judicial  knowledge  of  certained  by 
the  Court  (o).    The  oldest  cose  in  which  this  principle 
was  laid  down  appears  to  be  that  of  City  of  Berne  v.  Bank 

(a)  6  Bcav.  1 ;  antet  p.  95. 

(6)  TTie  CharlMi,  L.  R.  4  A .  &  E.  66 ;  City  of  Be*  ne  v.  Bank  of  England, 
9  Ves.  847 ;  Emperor  of  Awsiria  v.  JDay,  2  Giff.  628 ;  Taylor  v.  Barclay, 
2  Sim.  218. 

(c)  Taylor  on  Evidence,  6th  ed.  i.  3,  30 ;  Wheaton,  Int.  Law  (Lawreno«*X 
App.  p.  U70. 
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of  Engiland  (a),  where  it  was  adopted  by  Lord  Eldon.  In 
Taylor  v.  Barclay  (b)  it  was  falsely  alleged  by  the  plain* 
tiff's  bill  that  a  revolted  colony  of  Spain  was  **  a  sovereign 
and  independent  state,  recognised  and  treated  as  such  by 
His  Majesty  the  King  of  these  realms,"  the  allegation 
being  introduced  to  avoid  a  demnrrer,  by  which  a  former 
bill  founded  on  the  same  substantial  facts  had  been 
met  (e).  It  was  held  that  the  Ooort  was  bound  to  know 
that  the  allegation  was  false,  and  to  act  upon  that  know- 
ledge; and  a  demurrer  was  therefore  allowed.  ^  Sound 
policy  requires,**  said  Shadwell,  Y.G.,  *^  that  the  Courts  of 
the  King  should  act  iu  unison  with  the  government  of  the 
King."  The  ground  on  which  the  demurrer  was  based 
being  that  a  contract  to  lend  money  to  a  rebel  so-called 
government,  whose  independence  had  not  been  recognised 
by  Great  Britain,  would  be  void  for  illegality,  the  Court 
was  plainly  bound  to  act  on  its  own  judicial  knowledge  to 
avoid  a  breach  of  international  law,  which  might  in  some 
instances  amount  to  a  oa$UB  betti  ;  and  the  decision  in  Bire 
V.  Thompion  (d),  referred  to  by  the  YiceOhancellor,  was 
decided  upon  the  same  principle.  Every  government  is  of 
course  responsible,  according  to  the  law  of  nations,  for  the 
acts  of  its  tribunals,  and  must  be  presumed  to  have  given 
them  the  necessary  information  for  their  guidance.  Where 
it  has  not  also  armed  them  with  sufficient  powers  to  carry 
out  the  principles  of  international  law,  it  runs  the  risk  of 
being  compelled,  in  its  sovereign  character,  to  repair  the 
omission.  The  deficiencies  in  English  municipal  law  which 
led  to  the  escape  of  the  Alabama  and  her  consorts  during 
the  American  civil  war,  and  ultimately  led  to  the  Geneva 
Arbitration  and  the  passing  of  the  Foreign  Enlistment 
Act,  1870  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  90),  will  furnish  a  sufficiently 
modem  illustration. 

A  foreign  State,  then,  will  be  allowed  to  sue  in  an 


(a)  9  Yes.  347.  (b)  2  Sim.  218. 

(e)  Thompton  v.  Poides,  2  Sim.  194.  8o  a  sovereign  who  claim8  the 
privilege  of  immunity  as  such  must  be  reigning  de  facto  at  the  time  of  the 
plea  :  Munden  v.  Duke  of  Brunnoick,  16  L.  J.  Q.  B.  300. 

Id)  Cited  2  Sim.  222.    See  also  Emperor  of  Atutria  v.  Day,  2  Giff.  628. 
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English  court,  either  in  its  impersonal  form  or  represented      Pabt  l 
by  its  Sovereign ;  and  under  certain  exceptional  circum-       ^»^«- 
stanceSy  may  be  made  a  defendant    When,  however,  it      Cap.  v. 
appears  as  litigant  in  an  English  Court,  it  cannot  be     Foreign 
allowed  to  escape  from  any  of  the  obligations  incidental  to      ^^^^' 
the  suit»  or  to  obtain  any  advantage  over  other  suitors  Obligations  of 
from  its  peculiar  character.    It  must  sue  in  a  form  (in  the  whenUtigant 
words  of  Sir  J.  Leach)  which  makes  it  possible  for  the 
Court  to  do  justice  to  the  defendants  (a).    The  provisions 
of  Order  xxxi.,  r.  4,  of  the  Judicature  Acts  (schedule)^ 
empowering  the  opposite  party  to  apply  at  Chambers  for 
an  order  to  administer  interrogatories  to  any  member  or 
officer  of  a  body  corporate  or  a  body  of  persons  otherwise 
authorized  by  law  to  sue  or  be  sued,  in  cases  where  such 
a  body  is  party  to  the  action,  have  been  held  to  be  appli- 
cable to  foreign  Siaies  as  well  as  corporations  (h).    So  the 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  by  such  a  body  may  apply 
to  it  to  name  some  person  from  whom  discovery  may  be 
obtained  on  its  behalf;  and  in  default  of  compliance,  pro- 
ceedings may  be  stayed  (o).    It  was  formerly  necessary  to 
make  the  person  named  defendant  in  a  cross^suit  for  dis- 
covery, but  now  interrogatories  may  be  administered 
without  taking  that  course^  under  the  Bute  of  Court 
already  referred  to.    And  in  an  old  case,  it  was  held  that 
a  foreign  Sovereign,  when  suing  in  this  country,  might  be 
compelled  to  give  security  for  costs  like  any  other  plaintiff 
bringing  a  similar  action  (d). 

The  principle  that  Sovereigns  and  sovereign  States  are  Acts  of 
not  liable  to  actions  in  municipal  courts,  whether  domestic  ^yf^l^^  q^ 
or  foreign,  for  acts  done  in  their  sovereign  capacity,  has  «ivii  rights. 
been  extended  further.    Acts  of  sovereignty  do  not  create 
any  civil  right  or  liability  whatever,  either  in  the  nature 

(a)  Columbian  (xovernment  v.  Rothsohildf  1  Sim.  94. 

(b)  Bepublie  of  Costa  Rica  v.  Erlanger,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  D.  171. 

(c)  United  States  of  America  v.  Wagner,  L.  R.  2  Cb.  582,  589;  Republic 
of  Peru  y.  Weguelin^  L,  R.  20  £q.  140.  See  on  the  old  practioe,  King  of 
Spain  T.  Hullett,  7  Bligb,  N.  S.  359,  and  oases  there  cited. 

((i)  Emperor  of  Brazil  v.  Rcbinson^  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  522 ;  King  of  Greece 
V.  Wright,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  12. 
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of  contract  (a),  or  of  tort  (b).  ThnSy  acts  done  by  agents 
of  sovereign  governments,  either  with  express  authority, 
or  with  the  authority  implied  by  subsequent  ratification 
and  adoption,  give  rise  to  no  contractual  relation  between 
the  agents  of  the  goyernment  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
other  person  or  personality  affected  by  the  act  on  the 
other  (o).  A  petition  of  right  would  seem  to  be  the  only 
remedy  available  for  a  wrong  sustained  by  such  person 
afiEected  (d).  The  law  is  the  same  when  an  act  is  done  by 
an  agent  of  an  independent  government^  either  clothed 
with  authority  or  supported  by  subsequent  ratification, 
that  would  have  been  tortious  if  done  by  a  private  indi- 
vidual. **If,"  says  Parke,  B.,  in  the  case  cited,  **an 
individual  ratifies  an  act  done  on  his  behalf,  the  nature  of 
the  act  remains  unchanged.  It  is  still  a  mere  trespass,  and 
the  party  injured  has  his  option  to  sue  either.  If  the 
Grown  ratifies  an  act,  the  character  of  the  act  becomes 
altered ;  for  the  ratification  does  not  give  the  party  in- 
jured the  double  opportunity  of  bringing  his  action  against 
the  agent  who  committed  the  trespass  or  the  principal 
who  ratified  it,  but  a  remedy  against  the  Crown  only 
(such  as  it  is),  and  actually  exempts  from  all  liability  the 
person  who  commits  the  trespass.  Whether  the  remedy 
against  the  Crown  is  to  be  pursued  by  petition  of  right,  or 
whether  the  injury  is  an  act  of  state  without  remedy, 
except  by  appeal  to  the  justice  of  the  State  which  inflicts 
it,  or  by  application  of  the  individual  suffering  to  the 
government  of  his  country,  to  insist  upon  compensation 
from  the  government  of  the  other — in  either  view  the 
wrong  is  no  longer  actionable  "  (e).   There  must,  however, 


(a)  D08B  V.  Secretary  of  State  for  India^  L.  B.  19  Eq.  509 ;  Secretary  qf 
State  for  India  t.  Kamcushee  Boye  Sahaba^  13  Moo.  P.  G.  22 ;  Sirdar 
Ehagwan  Sinah  y.  Secretary  of  State  for  India,  L.  B.  2  I.  App.  38 ;  Nabob 
of  the  Ckimatio  v.  East  India  Co.,  1  Yes.  371 ;  Duke  of  Brunswick  y.  King 
of  Hanover,  6  BeaT.  1 ;  Elphinstone  v.  Bedreechund,  1  Knapp,  316. 

(b)  Buron  y.  Denman,  2  Ex.  167. 

(r)  Secretary  of  State  for  India  v.  Kamaehee  Boye  Sahaba,  7  Moo.  Ind. 
App.  476 ;  8.  0.  13  Moo.  P.  0.  22. 
id)  Thama9  v.  77m  Queen,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  31. 

(c)  Per  Parke,  B.,  in  Buron  v.  Denman,  2  Ex.  167,  188. 
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be  either  preyious  authority  or  snbseqtieiit  ratification;      FabtI. 

and  an  agent  or  servant  of  a  sovereign  State  will  therefore        

be  held  liable  for  acts  done  by  him  in  excess  of  his  autho-  C***-  ^- 

ritv,  if  no  subsequent  ratification  by  his  government  is  Foreign 
shewn  (a).  The  principle  itself  is  clearly  a  necessary  -^*»^«**«^- 
result  of  the  ordinary  intercourse  of  nations.  If  it  were 
not  recognised,  the  absurdity  would  follow,  that  every 
member  of  the  military  and  naval  forces  of  his  country 
would  be  liable  to  a  civil  action  of  trespass  for  the  execu- 
tion of  his  duty  on  active  service.  A  trespass  authorized 
by  a  sovereign  State  is,  in  truth,  an  act  of  war,  and  can 
only  be  dealt  with  as  such. 

(iii.)  Foreign  Ambassadors. 

The  general  principle  has  been  ishewn  to  be  that  an  Diplomatic 
independent  Sovereign  is  not  liable  to  be  sued  in  the  ^™™^^^^ 
courts  of  a  foreign  State,  unless  he  has  in  some  manner 
waived  his  sovereignty  and  the  immunity  which  it  confers, 
or  otherwise  consented  to  the  jurisdiction,  or  bears  the 
doable  character  of  Sovereign  and  subject,  and  is  sued  in 
the  latter  character  only.  The  rule  and  its  exceptions 
apply  with  equal  force  whether  the  person  of  the  foreign 
Sovereign  is  or  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction ;  though  in 
the  latter  case  the  additional  privil^e  of  immunity  from 
personal  arrest  and  detention  is  invariably  conferred  on 
the  Sovereign  by  public  international  law  (b).  But  with 
the  ordinary  and  prima  facie  immunity  from  action  which 
a  foreign  Sovereign  enjoys  is  often  confounded  another 
privilege,  the  limits  of  which  are  defined  by  different 
considerations.  This  privilege  is  the  immunity  of  an 
ambassador  or  other  authorized  representative  of  an 
independent  State. 

The  principle  upon  which  this  immunity  rests  is  what  reets  on  theory 
is  commonly  called  the  fiction  of  extra-territoriality  {ex-  tlrrrtoriaUty. 
territorialUS).    The  residence  of  a  foreign  minister  within 

(a)  Madraxo  v.  Waie8,  8  B.  &  Aid.  353 ;  The  Bolla,  6  Bob.  364. 
(6)  WheatoD,  tnt  Law  (Dana),  p.  155. 


106  FOREIGN  AND  DOMESTIC  LAW. 

Past  I.      the  jnrisdiotion  of  the  State  to  which  he  is  aocredited  is, 

^     by  this  fiction,  to  which  the  Soyereign  of  the  State  assents 

Gap.  t.  by  receiving  him,  considered  as  a  continuing  residence  in 
Foreign  his  own  country ;  and  this  flotitious  situation  is  applied, 
Ambauadors.  j^ot  only  to  the  person  of  the  minister,  but  to  his  family 
and  suite,  secretaries  of  legation  and  other  secretaries, 
servants,  movable  effects,  and  the  house  in  which  he 
resides  (a).  The  person  of  the  minister  is,  moreover, 
entirely  exempt  from  all  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  (b), 
80  that  his  immunity  would  not  be  affected  by  a  mere 
permission  under  the  new  practice  to  serve  the  writ  or 
notice  of  the  writ  cibroad  ;  though  it  might  be  a  curious 
subject  of  speculation  how  far  such  an  order  might  be 
applicable  to  the  ease  of  an  action  against  a  subject  of 
the  country  not  connected  with  the  foreign  minister's 
establishment,  but  present,  casually,  or  even  as  a  refugee, 
within  his  house.  To  the  general  rule,  that  a  foreign 
minister,  his  family  and  suite,  are  exempt  from  civil  and 
criminal  jurisdiction,  Wheaton  states  the  three  following 
exceptions.  First,  the  exemption  does  not  apply  to  the 
conteutious  jurisdiction,  so  far  as  the  person  claiming  the 
diplomatic  immunity  voluntarily  makes  himself  party  to 
an  action.  Secondly,  he  continues  subject  to  the  juris- 
diction, if  he  is  a  citizen  or  subject  of  the  country  to  which 
he  is  sent,  and  that  country  has  not  renounced  its  rights 
over  him.  Thirdly,  he  is  subject  to  the  jurisdiction,  if  he 
is  not  only  entitled  to  the  diplomatic  immunity  in  one 
character,  but  is  in  another  in  the  service  of  the  power  to 
which  he  is  accredited. 
Extent  of  The  extent  of  the  diplomatic  immunity,  which  attaches, 

^'^'^  ^'  as  has  been  said,  to  the  whole  of  the  minister's  family  and 
suite,  is  not  very  easily  defined.  It  includes,  however, 
exemption  from  all  writs  and  process  of  the  Courts,  and 
judicial  restraints  upon  his  person,  his  movements,  and  his 
time.    Thus  it  appears,  not  only  that  he  cannot  be  brought 

(a)  Wheaton,  Int  Law,  §§  98,  224,  285. 

lb)  Magdaiena  Steam  Co,  v.  Martin,  2  E.  ft  £.  94 ;  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  310  ; 
Taylor  v.  Betty  14  C.  B.  487;  23  L.  J.  C.  P.  89. 
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into  oonrt  as  a  defendant^  bnt  that  the  same  objection     Pabt  i. 
applies  to  his  coming  there  as  a  witness ;  and  it  is  clearly       "*^^^' 
laid  down  that  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  appear  and  give      ^^^'  ^• 
evidence,  even  in  criminal  cases  (a).    Thus,  in  the  trial  of     Faretgn 
Herbert  for  murder  at  Washington,  in  1856,  the  minister  ^"•6««»A»«- 
of  the  Netherlands,  who  was  an  important  witness  to  the 
transaction,  refused  to  appear  in  Court  at  the  request  of 
the  United  States  Grovernment,  who  admitted  his  right  to 
decline,  and  his  own  government  refused  to  instruct  him  to 
appear  as  a  witness,  although  requested  to  do  so  by  the 
United  States.    The  principle  of  his  objection  appears  to 
have  been,  that  though  his  testimony  might  have  been 
voluntary  in  the  first  instance,  yet  circumstances  might 
have  subjected  him  to  compulsion  with  respect  to  rules  of 
crosfihezamination  and  procedure  which  justice  to  the 
parties  implicated  might  require  the  Court  to  enforce.    It 
is  clear  that  a  perBon  entitled  to  the  diplomatic  immunity 
may  waive  the  privilege  by  appearing  in  court  to  give  Wsiver  of 
testimony,  by  commencing  an  action  as  plaintiff,  or  by  ^^^'r- 
voluntarily  appearing  to  a  writ  and  pleading  otherwise 
than  to  the  jurisdiction.    Thus  in  Taylor  v.  Best  (b),  one 
of  four  co-defendants,  being  secretary  of  legation  to  the 
Sing  of  the  Belgians,  appeared  voluntarily  and  pleaded 
to  the  merits.    After  notice  of  trial  he  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  to  stay  further  proceedings  or  strike  his  name  out  of 
the  action,  which  was  discharged,  upon  the  ground  that 
though  he  was  entitled  to  claim  diplomatic  immunity,  he 
had  in  fact  waived  his  privilege  by  appearing  and  pleading, 
and  could  not  afterwards  rely  upon  what  he  had  aban- 
doned.   The  Court  further  laid  stress  upon  the  fistct  that 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  result  of  the  action  would  be  to 
interfere  in  any  way  with  the  person  or  effects  of  the  de- 
fendant,  but  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  could  have  been 
assumed,  or  how,  if  true,  it  could  in  any  way  alter  the 
effect  of  the  allied  waiver  of  the  diplomatic  immunity. 
If  an  ambassador  entitled  to  the  diplomatic  immunity 

(a)  Wheaton,  Int  Law  (Dana),  p.  306,  n. 
(()  H  O.  B.  487 ;  23  L.  J.  C.  P.  89. 
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Part  I.  waive  his  privilege  by  bringing  an  action,  it  does  not 

'  appear  quite  clear  how  far  he  is  placed  in  the  position  of 

p^^-  V-  an  ordinary  litigant.     In   1816  the   Court  of  Queen's 

Foreign  Bench  refused  to  make  such  a  plaintiff  give  security  for 

AmboModors  ^g^  ^^^^  ^^  ^j^^  ground  that  there  was  no  precedent  for 

such  a  course,  with  the  exception  of  a  case  in  1727,  where 
a  similar  order  had  been  made  on  an  ambassador's 
servant  (b).  The  diplomatic  immunity,  however,  extends 
equally  to  an  ambassador  and  all  the  members  of  his 
suite  (c)  (with  the  exception  to  be  mentioned  immediately), 
so  that  there  appears  to  be  little  reason  ior  the  distinction  ; 
and  since  the  date  of  the  decision  referred  to,  foreign 
Sovereigns  themselves,  when  suing  in  English  Courts  (J), 
have  been  more  than  once  compelled  to  give  security  for 
their  costs.  The  case  cited  would  therefore  probably  not 
now  be  followed. 
Effect  of  The  diplomatic  immunity  has  hitherto  been  treated  of 

7  Anne,  c.  12.  ^7  ^^®  light  of  the  principles  of  public  international  law 
which  have  been  laid  down  by  jurists  and  acknowledged 
in  British  Courts^  They  were,  however,  but  little  under- 
stood or  practised  until  the  circumstances  which  led  to 
the  passing  of  the  7  Anne,  c.  12,  which  does  in  fact  do 
little  more  than  declare  the  common  law  on  this  subject  (e). 
This  statute  was  passed  in  consequence  of  the  arrest  of  the 
Bussian  ambassador  in  the  streets  of  London  for  a  debt  of 
trivial  amount,  and  the  diplomatic  difficulties  which  arose 
out  of  the  supposed  insult  to  the  representative  of  the 
Czar  (/).  It  enacts  that  all  writs  and  processes  thereafter 
sued  forth  against  the  person  of  any  ambassador  or  other 
public  minister  of  a  foreign  State,  or  of  any  domestic 
servant  of  such  ambassador  or  minister,  or  for  the  dis- 
traint, seizure,  or  attachment  of  their  goods  or  chattels, 

(a)  Duke  of  MonteUano  v.  Chrutin,  5  M.  &  S.  503 ;  Dames  v.  Sdlomony 
dted  Tidd,  Pr.  535.  n.  («.) 

(h)  Ooodimn  v.  Archer,  2  P.  W.  452. 

(o)  Wheftton,  Int.  Law  (Dana),  306,  n. 

(jd)  Emperor  o/  Brazil  v.  Bobintonj  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  522 ;  King  of  Qreeee 
V.  Wright,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  12. 

(e)  Novello  v.  Toogood,  1  B.  &  C.  564 ;  Hopkins  v.  Roheck,  3  T.  R. 
79 ;  Magdalena  Steam  Co.  v.  Martin,  2  E.  &  E.  94 ;  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  310. 

(/)  See  the  aooouut  of  theee  uircmiiatancea  in  Staph.  Bl.  ii.  488. 


ABTIFIOIAL  AKD  CONVENTIONAL  PBB80NS,  &C.  109 

fthall  be  null  and  void  (sect.  1) ;  but  that  no  merchant  or      I*art  I- 

other  trader  whatever,  within  the  description  of  any  of        

the  statutes  against  bankrupts,  who  hath  put  or  shall  put ^^^'  ^- 

himself  into  the  service  of  any  such  ambassador  or  public  Foreign 
minister,  shall  have  or  take  any  manner  of  benefit  from  -^»»^««w<^»- 
the  Act  (sect.  8).  It  will  therefore  be  noticed  that  the 
servant  of  an  ambassador  may  by  trading  waive  the 
diplomatic  immunity  to  which  he  is  entitled  ;  a  liability 
which  does  not,  as  will  be  shewn  below,  attach  to  ambas- 
sadors or  ministers  themselves.  As  a  matter  of  practice, 
indeed,  the  affidavits  made  by  ambassadors'  servants 
claiming  the  protection  of  the  Act  have  generally  nega- 
tived expressly  the  fact  of  the  applicant  being  engaged 
Iq  trade  (a). 

It  has  been  already  said  that  this  statute  was  declara- 
tory of  the  common  law.  The  preamble  recites  that  the 
arrest  had  been  made  "  in  contempt  of  the  protection 
granted  by  Her  Majesty,  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations, 
and  in  prejudice  of  the  rights  and  privileges  which  ambas- 
sadors and  other  public  ministers  have  at  all  times  been 
thereby  possessed  of,  and  ought  to  be  kept  sacred  and  in- 
violable." The  persons  who  shall  violate  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  itself  are  to  be  deemed ''  violators  of  the  law  of 
nations,  and  disturbers  of  the  public  repose."  **  The  Act 
itself,"  said  Lord  Tenterden,  "  was  only  declaratory  and  in 
confirmation  of  the  common  law.  It  must,  therefore,  be 
construed  according  to  the  common  law,  of  which  the  law 
of  nations  must  be  deemed  a  part"  (h).  The  same  view 
is  taken  of  the  scope  and  effect  of  the  statute  by  Lord 
Campbell,  C.J.,  in  Magdalena  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v. 
Martin  {e).  So  far  as  regards  the  immunity  of  those  per-  Distinction 
sons  who  are  the  subjects  of  this  legislation,  the  autho-  t^J^on^d 
rities  on  international  law  cited  above  shew  that  this  view  ambaasadon' 
is  a  {•orrect  one ;  but  there  is  considerably  more  doubt  ^^'^^ 

(a)  Mdlachi  Car6lino*8  Casey  1  Wils.  78  /  Hopkins  v.  De  Robeok,  3  T.  B. 
79;  Viveash  v.  Becker,  8  M.  &  S.  284. 

(b)  NoveUo  y.  Toogood,  1  B.  &  C.  554, 

(c)  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  810 ;  2  £.  &  E.  94.    See  also  Hopkins  y.  De  Bobeck, 
3T.  B.79. 
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Pabt  L     abont  the  third  section,  which  prevents  **  traders  "  from 

taking  or  denying  any  benefit  from  the  Act  as  servants  of 

Cap.  v. an  embassy.    The  rule  of  international  law  appears  to  be. 

Foreign  as  will  be  shown  below,  that  the  diplomatic  immunity  of 
Ambauadors.  ^^  ambftssador  cannot  be  waived  by  his  entering  into  ti'ade, 
although  it  has  been  already  seen  that  an  independent 
Sovereign  can  waive  his  immunity  by  a  simikr  courae. 
The  reason  of  the  distinction  may  be  that  the  privilege  of 
an  ambassador  is  not  his  own,  but  something  entrusted  to 
him  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  country  which  he  repre- 
sents and  that  to  which  he  is  accredited;  and  therefore 
that  it  cannot  be  waived  by  his  entering  into  commercial 
relations  with  those  amongst  whom  he  dwells — ^a  practice 
which,  when  adopted  by  members  of  a  diplomatic  body,  is 
always  viewed  with  disfavour  (a).  Whatever  the  reason 
of  the  rule,  it  would  almost  certainly  have  applied,  on  the 
principles  of  international  law  alone,  to  the  servants  of 
ambassadors  and  the  ambassadors  themselves  equally; 
and  the  statute  therefore  does  make  a  distinction  between 
ambassadors  and  their  servants  which  the  common  law 
itself  would  never  have  drawn. 

The  statute,   however,  now  defines  the    extent    and 
manner  of  the  recognition  to  be  given  to  the  rules  of 
public  international  law  on  this  particular  subject,  and 
Service  of       must  be  taken  in  substitution  for  them.    *'  It  must  be 
^t^^Rtoi  considered,"  says  Lord  Ellenborough,  "  as  declaratory  not 
by  statute       only  of  what  the  law  of  nations  is,  but  of  the  extent  to 
which  that  law  is  to  be  carried  "  (b).    It  has  been  repeat- 
edly held  that  in  order  to  take  advantage  of  it,  the  claim- 
ant must  be  actually  and  band  fide  in  the  service  of  the 
must  be         foreign  minister,  and    that   no  colourable  or  collusive 
ftan^^dT*      employment  will  do  (c).    The  fiewt  of  the  service,  and  its 
nature,  must,  it  seems,  be  established  by  affidavit  (d); 
and  where  a  physician,  during  the  pendency  of  a  writ  of 

(a)  WheatoD,  Int.  Law  (Dana),  ss.  306,  307.  (b)  SM.&  8.  298. 

(c)  Cross  V.  Talbot,  8  Mod.  288 ;  Svcms  v.  Higgs,  2  Str.  797 ;  Seaconib  v. 
Bowlneyy  1  WUb.  20;  Darling  v.  Atkins,  3  Wib.  33;  DelvaOe  ▼.  Plumer, 
3  Oamp.  47. 

(d)  Malaehi  Carolinos  Case,  1  Wile.  78, 
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error  on  a  judgment  which  had  been  recovered  against  PabtL 

him,  obtained  a  retainer  to  serve  the  Bavarian  liinister  at  a  ""^^^ 

salary  of  £40  a  year,  and  swore  that  he  had  not  since  accept-  C)ap.  y. 


ing  it  prescribed  for  or  advised  any  other  patients,  he  was  Fareiffn 
held  not  to  be  entitled  to  the  protection  he  claimed  (a).  The  -^^^^^^Aw'* 
law  is,  in  shorty  that  the  process  of  the  law  shall  not  take 
a  bondfde  servant  of  a  foreign  minister  out  of  his  service, 
but  that  nevertheless  a  foreign  minister  shall  not  take  a 
person  who  is  not  his  hand  fide  servant  ont  of  the  custody 
of  the  law,  or  in  any  way  screen  him  from  the  payment 
of  his  just  debts  (b).  Such  bond  fide  servants  need  not  be 
in  the  habit  of  sleeping  in  the  house  of  the  minister,  pro- 
vided that  they  are  in  his  actual  service  (c) ;  and  it  seems 
that  a  chorister,  Jxmd  fide  employed  by  an  ambassador  in 
the  performance  of  religious  worship  in  his  chapel,  is  a 
servant  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  (d). 

It  is  not  enough  to  state  that  the  name  of  the  person  Semce  to  be 
who  claims  immunity  as  an  ambassador's  servant  was  regis-  ^J^^° 
tered  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  thence 
transmitted  to  the  Sheriff's  office,  since  an  actual  service 
must  be  disclosed  upon  the  affidavits  (e),  though  it  is  not, 
of  course,  necessary  that  every  particular  act  or  habit  of 
service  should  be  specified ;  and  if  service  is  prima  faoie 
shewn,  the  presumption  will  be,  in  the  absence  of  further 
evidence,  that  it  is  not  colourable  or  collusive  (/).  But 
unless  the  name  of  the  claimant  has  been  so  registered  in 
the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  transmitted  to  the 
Sheriff's  office,  it  appears  that  the  sheriff  or  sheriff's 
officer  making  the  arrest  is  not  liable  to  the  summary 
proceedings  provided  by  way  of  punishment  in  sect.  4  of 
the  Act  (jgi) ;  nor  will  the  mere  fact  that  the  defendant  has 
been  appointed   chaplain  to  a  foreign    ambassador  or 

(a)  Loeikwood  v.  Caysgamef  3  Borr.  1676. 
(6)  Heathfield  v.  ChUUm,  4  Burr.  2016. 

(c)  Wedmore  v.  Alvarez,  2  Str.  797 ;  Evans  ▼.  Higge,  t&. ;  Darling  v. 
AikiMj  3  WilB.  83;  NaoeUo  t.  Toogood,  1  B.  &  0.  562. 

(d)  Fisher  v.  Begrez,  1  0.  A  M.  117. 
(6)  Fisher  t.  Begres,  1  C.  &  M.  117. 
(/)  Triqiiet  y.  Baift,  8  Burr.  1478. 
(^)  Seaoomb  v.  Bowlney,  1  Wils.  20. 
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Part  I.      minister  entitle  him  to  protection^  nnless  it  is  shewn  that 

*     he  does  duty  as  such  chaplain  (a).    In  a  case  where  the 

Gap.  v.      ^ife  of  the  defendant  was  arrested  under  a  writ  issued 

Foreign      against  both,  the  defendant  swore  that  before  and  at  the 

Ambaistadors,  ^j^^^  ^j^^  ^^j^  ^^  issued  he  was  in  the  actaal  employment 

of  the  ambassador  to  the  King  of  Spain,  as  second  secre- 
tary to  the  embassy;  that  his  employment  consisted  in 
writing  despatches  and  other  official  documents  for  the 
ambassador,  and  that  he  was  in  daily  attendance  upon 
him  (i).  The  Court  refused  to  quash  the  writ,  Abbott,  C.  J., 
on  the  ground  that  the  affidavit  did  not  state  that  the 
defendant  was  a  domestic  servant  of  the  ambassador,  or 
employed  in  the  ambassador's  house;  Holroyd,  J.,  also 
on  the  ground  that  the  writ  was  not  absolutely  void 
because  it  had  issued,  unless  or  until  put  in  force  by  an 
arrest.  It  is  difficult,  however,  to  see  that  the  affidavit 
was  defective  in  any  material  particular,  and  the  other 
reason  on  which  the  judgment  of  Holroyd,  J.,  proceeded 
is  directly  contrary  to  the  express  words  of  the  statute, 
which  provide  that  all  writs  thereafter  sued  forth  or  prose- 
cuted, whereby  •  .  •  .  the  domestic  servant  of  any  ambas- 
sador  or  public  minister  may  be  arrested  or  imprisoned  or 
his  goods  and  chattels  may  be  seized,  distrained,  or  attached, 
shall  be  deemed  and  adjudged  to  be  utterly  null  and  void, 
to  all  intents,  constructions,  and  purposes  whatsoeyer  (c). 
The  case  is  said  to  have  been  one  of  considerable  suspicion, 
and  must  probably  be  regarded  as  an  instance  of  the  law 
being  strained  to  fulfil  the  presumed  requirements  of 
expediency  and  moral  justice. 
Extent  of  The  privilege  of  immunity  is  expressly  conferred  upon 

immunity.  ^^^  goods  Bs  well  as  the  person  of  all  who  are  entitled  to 
it,  but  this  exemption  does  not  attach  to  all  such  goods 
without  qualification.  Where  the  claimant  of  the  privi- 
lege, as  chorister  to  a  foreign  ambassador,  resided  in  a 

(a)  lb.  A  person  in  the  navy  cannot,  it  seems,  be  a  domestic  servant  to 
an  ambassador:  Darling  t.  AtkinSy  3  Wils.  88. 

(6)  English  v.  Caballero,  3  Dowl.  &  R.  25.  In  Carolino's  Case,  1  Wila. 
78,  it  was  held  fbat  an  interpreter  was  not  a  domestic  servant. 

(c)  7  Anne,  c.  12,  s.  3. 
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separate  house,  part  of  which  he  let  ont  as  lodgings,  was      Pabt  l 

a  teacher  of  music  and  languages,  and  also  acted  as        

prompter  at  one  of  the  London  theatres,  it  was  held  that  Cap.  V. 
his  goods  in  that  house,  not  being  necessary  for  the  conve-  Foreign 
nience  of  the  ambassador,  or  for  the  due  performance  of  -^w*a«»«^«- 
the  claimant's  service,  were  liable  to  be  distrained  for 
poor-rate  (a).  In  this  case  the  Court  seems  to  have  con- 
sidered that  the  goods  seized  were  possessed  by  the 
claimant,  not  in  his  capacity  of  ambassador's  servant,  but 
in  some  other  character.  The  question  how  far  the  pro- 
tection of  the  statute  attached  to  goods  of  an  ambassador's 
servant  dehors  the  house  of  the  ambassador  was  also  raised 
in  Fisher  v.  Begrez  (h),  but  it  was  unnecessary  to  deciide  it, 
the  Court  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  affidavits  did 
not  sufficiently  shew  that  the  claimant  was  a  domestic 
servant  to  the  ambassador  at  all ;  and  that  the  fact  that 
his  name  was  included  in  the  list  which  had  been  regis- 
tered in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  trans- 
mitted to  the  sheriff's  office,  was  insufficient.  The  object 
of  that  list,  it  was  said,  was  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
sheriff  to  the  names  registered,  and  to  protect  him,  in  case 
the  party  against  whom  he  should  execute  process  should 
claim  the  diplomatic  immunity  without  having  been 
registered  (c). 

The  statutory  immunity  conferred  by  this  Act  does  not  Statutory 
attach  to  consuls  (e2),  and  must  in  strictness  be  confined  extended  to^ 
to  those  whom  it  mentions,  namely,  ambassadors  or  public  <»ii^l& 
ministers  and  their  domestic  servants.    It  has  already 
been  said  that  in  general  writers  on  public  international 
law  consider  that  it  properly  belongs  to  the  wife  and 
family,  servants  and  suite,  of  the  minister,  as  well  as  to  all 
persons  attached  to  the  legation  or  embassy ;  but  it  must 
be  very  doubtful  how  far  any  protection,  beyond  that 
conferred  by  the  statute,  can  be  claimed  in  an  English 
court.    *'  I  cannot  help  thinking,"  said  Lord  EUenborough, 

(a)  Novello  v.  Toogood,  1  B.  &  0.  554.  (6)  1  C.  &  M.  117. 

(c)  Fisher  v.  Begrez,  1  C.  &  M.  127 ;  Hopkine  v.  De  Rdbeek,  3  T.  R.  79, 
80 ;  Delvaile  y.  Plumer^  8  Camp.  48. 

(d)  Viveash  v.  Becker,  3  M.  &  S.  284 ;  Clarke  v.  Creiieo,  1  Tauni  105, 
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that  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  meDtions  only  ambas- 
Badora  and  public  ministers,  and  which  was  passed  at  a 
time  when  it  was  an  object  studionslj  to  comprehend  all 
kinds  of  public  ministers  entitled  to  these  privileges,  must 
Amhtuaadan,  y^  considered  as  declaratory  not  only  of  what  the  law  of 
nations  is,  but  of  the  extent  to  which  that  law  is  to  be 
carried."  These  considerations,  however,  can  only  apply 
to  the  issue  and  service  of  the  writs  to  which  the  statute 
is  confined,  and  to  such  persons  as  the  legislature  may 
fiiirly  be  taken  to  have  contemplated,  and  not  to  extra- 
ordinary representatives  of  a  foreign  goTernment  whose 
office  has  been  called  into  existence  by  a  special  occasion. 
Thus  in  Berwee  y.  Oa$taneda  {a\  it  was  held  that  an  in- 
junction could  not  be  sustained  against  the  agent  of  a 
foreign  government,  whose  business  in  this  country  was 
only  that  of  settling  certain  claims  upon  the  government 
he  represented,  and  whose  acts  in  that  capacity  were  done 
entirely  under  the  control  of  the  ambassador  of  that 
government  resident  in  England.  'Mf  the  statute  of 
Anne,''  said  the  Vice-chancellor,  **  does  not  apply  to  this 
particular  case,  the  common  law  does.*' 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  Act  refers  only  to  the  issue 
and  service  of  writs  whereby  the  person  or  goods  of  ambas- 
sadors or  their  servants  may  be  seized  or  attached.  It  was 
not  intended  by  it  to  abridge  the  immunity  given  to 
ambassadors  by  the  law  of  nations,  that  they  shall  not  be 
impleaded  in  the  oourts  of  the  country  to  which  they  are 
accredited  (i).  Not  only  is  this  a  principle  of  inter- 
national law,  but  it  was  expressly  laid  down  by  Lord 
Campbell  in  1859  that  a  public  minister  duly  accredited 
to  the  British  Crown  by  a  foreign  State  is  privileged  from 
all  liability  to  be  sued  here,  quite  apart  from  the  operation 
of  the  statute  of  Anne  {c) ;  and  this  principle  may  of 
course  be  extended,  theoretically  speaking,  to  the  ambas- 
sador's family  and  suite,  and  members  of  the  legation. 


Gommon-law 
immunity 
from  suit — 
not  affected 
by  fltatute. 


(a)  2  CJoU.  56. 

(6)  Per  Lord  Campbell,  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  310,  315. 

(c)  Mcujdalena  Steam  NavigaUan  Co.  v.  Martin^  28  L.  J.  310. 
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though  there  is  no  English  authority  practically  carrying      Pabt  I. 
the  doctrine  further  than  the  case  just  cited.    In  Taylor     "^^^^ 
V.  Best  (a),  indeed,  the  Court  had  hesitated  to  carry  it  so      Cap.  V. 
far,  and  while  holding  that  the  defendant  had  waived  his     Foreign 
privilege,  if  any  existed,  by  appearance  and  plea,  left  it  ^m^ftusadon, 
doubtful  whether  an  ambassador  could  be  sued  at  all  by 
process  not  affecting  his  person  or  his  goods,  when  there 
had  been  no  such  waiver. 

The  case  jnst  referred  to  is  an  authority  for  the  proposi-  Ambasaador'fl 
tion  that  an  ambassador  does  not  lose  his  privilege  hy^^^y^y 
trading  in  the  country  to  which  he  is  accredited,  which  tradlug. 
has  been  already  stated.  **  The  privilege,"  said  Jervis,  0. J., 
''is  not  in  the  case  of  a  minister,  interfered  with  or  aban- 
doned by  the  circumstance  of  trading,  as  it  would  be  if  the 
claim  were  set  up  in  respect  of  the  privileges  of  a  servant 
of  the  ambassador  under  the  statute  of  Anne.  If  an  am- 
bassador or  minister  violate  the  character  in  which  he  is 
delegated  to  this  country,  by  entering  into  commercial 
transactions,  that  raises  a  question  between  the  country  to 
which  he  is  sent  and  the  country  from  which  he  is  sent ; 
but  he  does  not  thereby  lose  any  privil^e  to  which  he 
may  be  entitled ;  the  privilege  being  a  general  privilege, 
and  the  limitation  attached  to  the  privilege,  by  reason  of 
trading,  being  confined  by  the  statute  of  Anne  to  the  case 
of  servants  of  the  ambassador,  who  may  lose  the  privi- 
lege "  (b).  It  was,  however,  held  that  the  defendant  in 
this  case  had  lost  his  privilege  by  not  taking  the  objection 
at  an  earlier  stage  of  the  action,  and  a  rule  to  strike  his 
name  out  of  the  record  was  consequently  discharged. 

(a)  23  L.  J.  0.  p.  89. 

(&)  Taylor  v.  Bett,  28  L.  J.  G.  P.  89, 93 ;  14  C.  B.  487 ;  Barhuies  Case, 
Caa.  temp.  Talbot,  281. 
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PabtL 

PKBSONa. 

Cap.V. 


pp.  71.  72. 


pp.  72-74, 
74-79. 


p.  76. 


pp.  77.  78. 


pp.  78-86. 


pp.  8G,  87. 


8UMMABT. 

FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS,  STATES,  SOVEREIGNS,  AND 

AMBASSADORS. 

(i.)  Foreign  OorporatianB. — ^The  artificial  personalities  or 
corporate  bodies  which  are  created  by  the  municipal  laws 
of  foreign  States  are  recognised  in  English  courts,  when 
their  character  is  substantially  the  same  as  that  of  a  cor- 
poration created  by  English  law. 

A  foreign  corporate  body  may  therefore  sue  and  be  sued 
in  England  under  its  corporate  name ;  and  the  provisions 
in  the  Rules  under  the  Judicature  Acts,  for  service  of  a 
writ  of  summons  or  notice  thereof  abroad,  apply  to  these 
artificial  as  well  as  to  natural  persons. 

Where  a  foreign  corporation  carries  on  business  at  a 
branch  office  in  England,  with  a  clerk  or  officer  in  the 
nature  of  a  head  officer  there,  whose  knowledge  would  be 
the  knowledge  of  the  corporation,  service  of  a  writ  may  be 
effected  on  such  officer.  If  there  is  no  such  officer  in 
England,  notice  of  the  writ  should  be  served  on  the  head 
office  of  the  corporation  abroad. 

The  recognition  accorded  by  English  Courts  to  foreign 
corporations  does  not,  except  as  above  stated,  expose  them 
to  the  operation  of  the  English  enactments  regulating 
English  corporations ;  unless,  it  seems,  their  creation  pro- 
ceeded from  the  laws  of  a  jurisdiction  subordinate  to  the 
British  Crown. 

A  foreign  corporation,  though  incapable  of  domicil  in 
the  strict  sense,  may  reside  beyond  the  limits  of  the  State 
which  created  it.  Except  perhaps  for  the  purposes  of 
jurisdiction  and  service  of  process,  a  foreign  corporation 
resides  only  in  the  principal  seat  of  its  business.  Such 
residence  is  a  question  of  fact,  in  which  the  locality  of  its 
incorporation  and  registration,  the  seat  of  its  governing 
body,  and  the  place  where  its  profits  are  made,  realised,  or 
remitted,  are  all  elements  to  be  considered.    Foreign  cor- 
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porationSy  when  litigant  in  an  English  court,  occupy  the      Part  L 

same  position  with  regard  to  the  conduct  of  the  action  as        

natural  persons,  and  may  be  compelled  to  make  discovery      Gap.Y. 
and  answer  interrogatories  by  a  proper  representative. 

(ii.)  Foreign  States  and  Sovereigns. — Foreign  States,  or  pp-  87, 88. 
bodies  politic  created  by  international  law,  occupy  a  posi- 
tion analogous  to  tliat  of  foreign  corporations.  In  the  case  of 
monarchical  governments,  the  Sovereign  may  be  regarded 
as  a  corporation  sole,  representing  the  State ;  in  the  case 
of  democratic  or  republican  governments,  the  State  itself, 
under  its  international  name  or  style,  as  a  body  politic, 
may  be  regarded  as  a  corporation  aggregate. 

The  sovereign  power  of  a  State,  in  either  of  these  two  pp.  88-92. 
cases,  may  sue  in  an  English  court  under  its  quasi-corpo- 
rate or  politic  name  in  respect  of  the  public  property  and 
ehoees  in  action  of  the  nation  which  it  represents.  The 
Sovereign,  in  the  case  of  a  monarchical  government,  may 
also  sue  in  respect  of  his  private  rights  and  property  as  a 
private  individual;  but  the  practice  has  been  hitherto 
not  to  give  a  Sovereign  litigant,  though  successful,  his 
costs. 

Neither  a  personal  Sovereign  nor  a  body  politic  (or  pp.  92-97. 
State)  may  be  sued  in  an  English  court,  unless  the  privi- 
lege of  sovereignty  has  been  waived,  expressly  or  impliedly, 
by  voluntary  submission  to  the  jurisdiction  or  otherwise. 

But  when  a  foreign  Sovereign  is  also,  in  another  capacity,  pp.  94,  loi. 
the  subject  of  another  sovereign  State,  he  may  be  sued  in 
the  courts  of  that  other  State,  if  not  in  the  courts  of  all 
States  except  his  own,  in  respect  of  acts  done  by  him  in 
that  subject  and  private  capacity ;  though  ih^  primA  faoie 
presumption,  with  respect  to  all  his  acts,  is  that  they  were 
done  by  him  in  his  character  of  Sovereign. 

A  foreign  Sovereign  or  State,  when  litigant  in  an  English 
court,  occupies  the  same  position,  with  respect  to  dis-  p.  loa 
covery  and  the  other  incidents  of  the  suit,  as  a  private 
individual. 

The  sovereignty  and  independence  of  an  alleged  Sove- 
reign or  body  politic  are  matters  which  an  English  Court 
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Part  I. 
PsBWirs. 


Cap.  V. 


p.  115. 


shoald  know  or  asoertain  jadicially;   and  evidence  to 
proTe  these  facts  need  not,  it  appears,  be  offered  by  the 

parties  to  the  action. 

Acts  of  State,  anthorized  or  ratified  by  a  sovereign 

pp.  103-105.    power,  create  no  civil  rights  or  liabilities. 

(ill.)  Foreign  Ambassadors. — ^Foreign   ambassadors    or 

pp.  105-108.  ministers,  with  their  families,  officials,  suites,  servants  and 
attendants,  are,  by  the  fiction  of  eaierritoridlite,  regarded 
as  continnonsly  resident  in  the  State  of  which  they  are 
the  representatives.  Foreign  ambassadors  or  ministers 
are,  by  international  law,  exempt  from  being  sued  or  im- 
pleaded for  any  cause  whatever  in  the  courts  of  the  State 
to  which  they  are  accredited.  There  is  no  English  autho- 
rity expressly  extending  this  immunity  to  the  inferior 
members  of  the  legation,  or  to  their  families,  suites,  and 
servants ;  but  it  is  so  extended  by  writers  on  international 
law. 

A  foreign  ambassador  or  minister  does  not  lose  thie 
immunity,  or  waive  his  privilege,  by  engaging  in  trade ; 
though  the  statutory  protection  given  to  the  servants  of 
ambassadors  or  ministers,  and  therefore  by  implication 
their  common  law  immunity,  is  forfeited  by  such  a  course 
of  action.  The  immunity  may,  however,  be  waived  by 
appearing  and  pleading;  and  a  privileged  person,  by 
taking  such  a  course,  places  himself  in  the  position  of  an 
ordinary  litigant.  The  extent  of  this  immunity,  though 
not  clearly  defined  by  English  precedents,  is  by  writers  on 
international  law  treated  as  including  all  writs  and  pro- 
cesses  of  court,  and  all  judicial  restraints  upon  the  time» 
movements,  or  person  of  those  entitled  to  the  privilege. 

The  rules  of  international  law  on  this  subject^  adopted 
by  the  common  law  of  England,  have  been  amplified  by 
statute  (7  Anne  c  12) ;  which  declares  all  writs  and  pro- 
cesses, sued  out  against  the  person  or  goods  of  any  foreign 
minister  or  ambassador,  or  of  any  domestic  servant  of  such 
ambassador  or  minister,  to  be  null  and  void.  This  statu- 
tory protection  may  be  forfeited,  in  the  case  of  the  servant 
of  an  ambassador  or  minister,  by  engaging  in  trade. 


p.  107. 


p.  106. 


p.  108. 
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To  be  entitled  to  this  statutory  protection  as  the  do*      Part  L 

mestic  servant  of  an  ambassador  or  minister,  the  claimant        

must  be  actually  and  hond  fide  in  such  service,  and  no  ^^^'  ^• 
colourable  or  collusive  employment  will  do.  The  nature  pp.  110-112. 
of  the  employment  or  service  is  in  each  case  a  question 
of  fact;  and  proof  that  the  claimant's  name  has  been 
registered  as  such  servant  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of 
State,  and  thence  transmitted  to  the  office  of  the  Sheriff, 
is  insufficient  evidence  of  that  fact 
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Part  II -PROPERTY. 

CHAPTER  VI. 

IMMOVABLE  PROPERTT. 

(i.)  Jv/risdidion  as  to  Immovable  Property  eituated  Abroad, 

Prevalence  of  The  primary  principle  of  private  interDational  law  with 
t  e  Ux  ntus.    ,.^1^^;^^  j.^  j^^^^^  regarded  as  property,  is  that  the  lex  dtus 

or  lex  rei  eiUe — ^that  is,  the  law  of  the  country  of  which  the 
land  in  question  forms  an  integral  part — ^is  the  only  law 
which  can  or  ought  to  affect  it  If  real  property  ooald 
always  be  regarded  in  this  simple  light,  freed  from  its 
many  complicated  relations  with  the  contracts,  acts,  and 
capacities  of  persons,  no  conflict  of  law  would  ever  arise 
with  regard  to  it;  but  these  necessary  relations  have 
brought  about  considerable  modification  in  the  primary 
principle  just  laid  down.  The  principle  itself  arises  from 
the  conception  of  international  law  known  as  eminent 
domain^  by  which  is  meant  that  the  proprietary  right  of 
every  sovereign  State  is  not  only  ahsolttie  within  its  terri- 
torial limits,  so  as  to  exclude  that  of  other  nations,  but 
also  paramotmi  with  respect  to  the  members  of  the  State 
itself,  so  as  to  include  the  rights  in  case  of  necessity  or  for 
the  public  safety,  of  disposing  of  all  the  property  of  every 
kind  within  the  same  limits  (Wheaton,  Int.  Law,  §  163). 
It  need  hardly  be  pointed  out  that  in  England  such 
a  theory  must  be  regarded  as  derived  directly  from  the 
feudal  law,  according  to  which  the  right  of  the  Crown 
over  its  territory  was,  in  the  first  instance,  absolute  not  only 
to  the  exclusion  of  other  Sovereigns  but  also  of  its  own 
subjects,  who  afterwards  obtained  their  qualified  rights  in 
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the  soil  by  its  mere  grace  and  favour.    From  the  concep-     Part  il. 

PlfcOPER'T'7 

tion  itself  it  naturally  follows  that  the  title  to  real  property        

can  be  acquired,  passed,  and  lost,  only  according  to  the     ^^^'  ^^- 
law  of  the  Sovereign  who  has  such  paramount  domain  jwisdieium 
over  it  (Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  424) ;  and  an  additional    «•  ioj^. 
reason  for  the  principle,  independent  of  theory,  arises 
from  the  obvious  fact  that  no  other  sovereign  State  has 
the  power  of  employing  force  to  execute  such  of  its 
laws,  or  such  of  the  decrees  of  its  tribunals,  as  affect  to 
deal  with  land  situated  beyond  its  own  limits. 

The  distinction  between  real  and  personal  laws,  so  much  Beai  and 
insisted  upon  by  the  older  jurists,  and  which  is  discussed  P®"*^^^  ^^^^ 
at  some  length  by  Mr.  Westlake  (Priv.  Int.  Law,  §§  141- 
143),  is  not  of  any  importance  in  connection  with  this 
division  of  the  subject;  and  would  rather  lead  to  em- 
barrassment, as,  in  the  phraseology  of  the  jurists  alluded  to, 
real  laws  are  those  '*  quw  disponent  eirca  res^  personal 
laws,  those  ^  qum  dwponunt  circa  peraonas "  (a),  and  the 
word  ''  real "  is  used  not  to  distinguish  immovable  from 
movable  property,  but  property  generally  from  persons. 
As  to  immovables,  however.  Story  says  that  in  the  main 
proposition  as  to  the  prevalence  of  the  lex  situs,  foreign 
jurists  generally  concur  (Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  427).  It 
remains  to  see  what  modifications  of  the  rule  are  accepted 
in  English  law. 

As  regards  the  right  either  to  the  possession  of  or  the  Foreign  land 
property  in  land,  not  only  must  the  lex  situs  prevail,  but  ^n^ugh  ^ 
the  forum  sOus  is  the  only  one  in  which  such  a  right  can  docreea  in 
be  tried ;    and  in   accordance  with  this   principle,  the 
English  Courts  never  assume  jurisdiction  to  deal  directly 
either  with  the  possession  or  property  in  foreign  realty. 
(Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  428 ;  WesUake,  Priv,  Int.  Law, 
61,  62).    But  where  the  foreign  land  can  be  acted  upon 
indirectly  through  a  person  who  has  placed  himself  within 
the  jurisdiction,  the  English  Courts,  acting  in  personam 
and  not  in  rem,  will  make  decrees,  upon  the  ground  of  a 
contract  or  other  equity  subsisting  between  the  parties, 

(a)  Bartolus,  ad  Cod.  I.  1. 
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Part  II.  reBpectiiig  propertj  situated  out  of  the  jurisdiction  (a). 
Pbopkbty.  rpjj^  ^  forecloBure  decree  beiug  a  decree  in  perdonam 
Cap.  YI.  depriving  the  mortgagee  of  his  personal  right  to  redeem^ 
JurisdieHon  the  English  Court  of  Chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  make 
<u  U)Land.  g^^j^  ^  decree  in  respect  of  a  mortgage,  between  an  English 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  of  land  in  the  Colonies  (h).  In 
that  case  Bacon,  V.C.,  said :  '^  As  I  am  satisfied  that  juris- 
diction has  been  yery  often  assumed  in  the  case  of  appoint- 
ing receivers  of  mortgaged  estates  in  the  Colonies,  and  as 
I  cannot  doubt  that  the  Court  has  a  ri^ht  as  between  the 
English  mortgagor  and  the  English  mortgagee  to  enforce 
a  personal  contract  between  them,  although  one  of  the 
consequences  of  so  doing  may  be  to  vest  in  the  plaintiff 
the  absolute  interest  in  the  mortgaged .  estate,  which  at 
present  is  qualified  only  by  the  existence  of  the  equity  of 
redemption,  I  cannot  hesitate  for  a  moment  in  saying  that 
the  suit  which  is  brought  for  the  purpose  of  haying  the 
account  taken^  of  realizing  the  estate  if  it  should  be 
necessary,  and  giving  to  the  mortgagee  the  opportunity  of 
redeeming  it  if  he  thinks  fit  to  do  so,  is  properly  brought 
in  this  court.  Upon  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  there  is, 
in  my  opinion,  no  reason  whatever  for  doubt."  The  judg- 
ment of  Lord  Bomilly  in  Narris  v«  Chambers  (c)  was 
relied  upon  in  denial  of  the  jurisdiction,  but  in  that  case 
the  attempt  was  to  obtain  an  enforcement  of  lien  on  an 
estate  in  Prussia  belonging  to  a  stranger,  independently 
(as  Lord  Bomilly  expressly  said)  of  all  personal  equity 
attaching  upon  him.  And  in  the  same  ease,  on  appeal. 
Lord  Campbell  said  that>  had  any  contract  or  privity  been 
proved,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to  suc- 
ceed (d),  further  laying  down  that  an  Euglish  Court  ought 
not  to  pronounce  a  decree,  even  in  personam,  which  can 
have  no  specific  operation  without  the  intervention  of  a 
foreign  Court,  and  which,  in  the  country  where  the  lands 
lie  which  it  assumes  to  charge,  would  probably  be  treated 

(o)  Penn  v.  Baltimore.  1  Ves.  Sen.  444 ;  Scott  v.  Nesbilt^  14  Vea.  438 ; 
Maunder  v.  Lloyd,  2  J.  &  H.  718. 

(fc)  Pdqet  V.  JSde,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  118,  126. 

(c)  30  L.  J.  Ch.  285.  (rf)  3  D.  F.  &  J.  584. 
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as  brutwn  fvlmen.    And  in  accordance  mih  these  princi-  Part  li. 

pleSy  a  bill  cannot  be  maintained  in  England  to  administer  

the  trusts  of  a  Scotch   creditor's  deed,  under  which  a  ^^^-  ^^• 


mining  business  in  Scotland  was  to  be  carried  on  by  a  jurtBdvUion 
trustee  (a).    In  the  case  last  cited,  Lord  Eomilly  laid    "•  ^"^ 
down  that  the  Court  would  never  interfere  with  a  con-  Conditions 
tract,  unless  the  domioil  of  the  defendant^  or  the  situation  the  exercise 
of  the  subject-matter,  or  the  place  where  the  contract  was  ?^!^?  ^. 

J  '  r  ^    jurisdiction. 

entered  into,  warranted  such  interference  ;  unless,  that  is, 
it  was  the  forum  damieilUy  the  forum  rei  siias,  or  tiie  forum 
hoi  contractus  celebrati.  This  case  was  subsequently  fol- 
lowed by  Malins,  Y.G.,  who  allowed  a  plea  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion where  the  contract  had  been  entered  into  at  Boulogne, 
between  the  plaintiff,  who  was  resident  there,  and  an 
Irishman,  relating  to  real  property  in  Ireland  (h).  Unless, 
therefore,  the  person  on  whom  it  is  sought  to  enforce  an 
equity  regarding  foreign  land  is  domiciled  in  England,  or 
has  entered  into  a  contract  in  England  respecting  the 
same  property,  the  Court  will  not  assume  jurisdiction  to 
compel  him  to  do  any  act  with  regard  to  it  (c).  But  an 
order  made  by  the  Supreme  Consular  Court  at  Constanti- 
nople that  the  receiver  appointed  of  a  partnership  between 
English  subjects  should  sell  by  auction  land  in  Turkey 
held  by  the  partners  in  the  name  of  a  Turkish  subject, 
was  held  to  be  not  ultra  vires  (d).  The  Court  undoubtedly 
had  jurisdiction  in  personam^  but  a  protocol  had  been 
issued  by  the  Turkish  Government— of  which  the  partners 
had  not  availed  themselves — enabling  for  the  first  time 
British  subjects  to  hold  land  in  Turkey,  but  declaring 
that  they  should  then  be  amenable  to  the  Turkish  Courts 
only  in  regard  to  all  questions  relating  to  it.  The  Con- 
sular Court,  however,  being  the  proper  one  to  control  the 
persons  of  the  parties,  it  was  held  immaterial  that  the 

(a)  Cookneif  v.  Anderson,  81  Beav.  452. 

(6)  Blake  v.  Blake,  18  W.  R.  944  ;  Be  Holmes,  2  J.  &  H.  527. 

(e)  MaUkaei  v.  Gaittetn,  L.  B.  18  Eq.  340.  As  to  the  prof>er  forum  in 
which  to  recover  a  debt  maiie  a  charge  on  foreign  territory  (Oude),  see  per 
Malins,  V.C. ;  Dom  v.  Secretary  of  Slate  for  India,  L.  B.  10  Eq.  509,  535. 

id)  AbboU  V.  AbboU,  L.  B.  6  P.  C.  220. 
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Turkish  Goyernment  assumed  to  itself  all  jurisdiction  in 
respect  of  real  estate  in  Turkey  held  by  them,  either  in 
their  own  names  or  in  that  of  a  Turkish  subject 

In  the  case  of  Be  Holmes  (a),  which  was  one  of  petition 
of  right,  a  demurrer  was  allowed  on  the  ground,  inter  alia^ 
that  the  Queen  was  as  much  resident  in  Canada  as  in 
England,  and  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  petition  being 
Canadian  land,  the  Canadian  Court  was  the  proper  forum 
in  which  to  sue.  The  suppliants  there  sought  to  establish 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  by  applying  the  principle 
laid  down  in  Penn  v.  Lord  Baltimore  (b)  as  to  the  power 
of  equity  to  affect  foreign  land  by  acting  in  personam  of 
its  jupticiables,  to  Her  Majesty,  by  virtue  of  the  Petitions  of 
fiight  Act,  1860  (23  &  24  Vict.  c.  34),  s.  1,  which  enacts 
that  a  petition  of  right  may  be  intituled  in  any  one  of  the 
superior  Courts  in  which  the  subject-matter  of  such  pe- 
tition would  have  been  cognizable,  if  the  same  had  been 
a  dispute  between  subject  and  subject  The  decision  of 
Lord  Hatherley,  however,  rested  on  the  broad  ground 
that,  for  the  purpose  of  any  claims  to  Canadian  lands 
under  Canadian  statutes,  the  Queen  was  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and  that  it 
was  not  the  object  of  the  Petitions  of  Bight  Act,  1860,  to 
transfer  jurisdiction  to  this  country  from  any  colony  in 
which  an  Act  might  be  passed  vesting  lands  in  the  Crown 
for  the  benefit  of  the  colony  (<j).  And  in  Beiner  v.  Mar* 
qms  of  Salisbury  (d)  it  was  decided  that  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery could  not  be  maintained  in  England,  in  aid  of  pro- 
ceedings about  to  be  taken  in  England  for  the  recovery  of 
land  in  India,  intended  to  be  by  petition  of  right,  on  the 
ground  that  a  plaintiff  must  shew  a  title  to  sue  in  order 
to  obtain  discovery,  and  that  he  could  not  sue  for  the 
Indian  lands  in  an  English  court. 

In  Cranstoun  v.  Johnston  (e)  a  sale  of  real  estate  in  one 
of  the  West  Indian  islands  by  a  creditor  who  had  fraudu- 

(a)  2  J.  &  H.  527.  (h)  1  Ves.  Sen.  444, 

(c)  See  D088  y.  Secretary  of  State  for  India,  L.  B.  19  Eq.  509. 

(d)  L.  R.  2  Ch.  D.  378. 

(c)  3  VcB.  170;  S.C.  5  Vos.  277 ;  Jackson  v.  Peine,  10  Ves.  161. 
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lently  obtained  a  judgment  there  against  an  absent  debtor     Part  ii. 

was  set  aside.    The  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  that  case  said,       

**  It  was  not  mach  litigated  that  Courts  of  equity  here  _  ^^-  VI. 

haye  an  equal  right  to  interfere  with  regard  to  judgments  Jurisdiction 

or  mortgages  upon  lands  in  a  foreign  country  as  upon    *"  ^  ^^^' 

lands  here   .  .   .   The  only  distinction  is,  that  this  Court 

cannot  act  upon  the  land  directly,  but  upon  the  conscience 

of  the    person    living   here:    Archer  v.  Predony    cited 

1  Vern.  77 ;  Arglasse  v.  Muschamp,  1  Vern.  75 ;  KUdare 

V.  Eudaeey  1  Yern.  419,  and  1  Eq.  Cas.  Ab.  133.    These 

cases  clearly  shew,  that  with  regard  to  any  contract  made 

by,  or  equity  between,  persons  in  this  country  respecting 

lands  in  a  foreign  country,  particularly  in  the  British 

dominions,  this  Court  will  hold  the  same  jurisdiction  as  if 

they  were  situated  in  England ;  and  Lord  Hardwicke  lays 

down  the  same  doctrine  in  Foster  v.  VassaU,  3  Atk.  589." 

The  distinction  alluded  to  by  Sir  B.  Arden,  M.B.,  in  Foreign  and 
the  quotation  just  made,  between  lands  situated  within  ^^^^  *° 
the  empire  or  colonies  and  lands  wholly  foreign,  derives  footing, 
some  support  from  the  language  used  in  Foster  y.Vm- 
sail  (a),  but  does  not  appear  to  have  any  other  foundation. 
In  AnffiM  V.  AnfftM  (I),  where  a  bill  was  filed  relating  to 
lands  in  Scotland,  Lord  Hardwicke  said  that,  since  the 
Court  acted  upon  the  person,  it  would  have  been  a  good 
bill,  as  to  fraud  and  discovery,  if  the  lands  had  been  in 
Francey  if  the  person  were  resident  in   England.     All 
lands    out   of   the   jurisdiction  stand    upon   the   same 
footing  (o),  and  as  to  these,  there  are  abundant  examples 
of  equities  being  enforced.    There  must,  however,  be  an  and  can  only 
equity  which  the  English  Court  can  lay  hold  of,  and  this  ^^^^^ 
principle  is  well  explained  by  Lord  Selbome  in  Ho/rrison  personal 
V.  Earrison  (d).    That  was  a  case  where  a  Scotch  heir  ^^  ^' 
elected  to  take  the  Scotch  real  estate  by  inheritance  in 
opposition  to  an  English  will,  under  which  he  would  have 
been  entitled  to  a  legacy,  and  it  was  held  on  appeal  that 
the  liability  of  the  Scotch  real  estate  to  the  payment  of 

(a)  3  Aik.  589.  (c)  Roberdean  v.  Ii(mit,  1  Atk.  543. 

(b)  West  8  Rep.  23.  (d)  L.  R.  8  Ch.  342. 
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PabtH.     debts,  as  between  the  heir  and  the  legatees,  was  to  be 

*    determined  bv  the  Scotch  law.    It  followed  that  as  the 

^^'  ^^'  Scotch  law  threw  the  general  debts  primarily  on  the  real 
Juriadieium  estate,  there  coald  be  no  marshalling  in  the  English  Court 
a»  to  Land,  against  the  Sootch  heir  in  favour  of  the  pecuniary  lega- 
tees, and  the  Sootch  real  estate  was  further  exempted 
from  any  share  in  the  general  costs  of  the  suit.  Lord 
Selbome  said  in  his  judgment  (a):  ''The  doctrine  of 
marshalling  as  applied  in  faTour  of  legatees  against  heirs- 
at-law  takiog  descended  real  estate  in  England  is  part  of 
the  lex  loei  affecting  those  real  estates,  and  no  question  of 
conflict  of  law  can  arise  under  those  circumstances.  It 
is  a  wholly  different  thing  when  persons  who  have  an 
interest  in  the  personal  estate  only  endeavour  indirectly 
to  establish  in  their  own  favour,  or  for  their  own  relief,  a 
burthen  upon  real  estate  situate  in  another  country,  which, 
by  the  law  of  that  country,  would  not  be  administered  so 
as  to  give  them  what  they  ask  ....  The  legatees  ask 
that  by  virtue  of  the  English  doctrine  of  equity^  appli* 
cable  to  the  administration  of  English  real  estate  de- 
scended when  personal  legatees  would  be  disappointed  by 
the  payment  of  creditors  out  of  their  fund,  these  legatees 
may  be  declared  entitled  to  acquire  the  rights  of  creditors 
against  the  Scotch  real  estate.  It  is  clear  that  in  Scot- 
land they  would  have  no  such  right ;  and  to  me  it  seems 
equally  clear  that  unless  they  have  such  a  right  in  Scot- 
land the  law  of  England  cannot  give  it  to  them.  It  is 
admitted,  as  I  understand,  that  the  burthen  of  liability  to 
debts,  so  far  as  relates  to  real  estate,  can  only  be  created 
by  the  lex  hei  ret  sitse;  but  it  is  suggested  that  the  bur- 
then may  be  laid  on  real  estate  on  which  it  is  not  imposed 
by  the  lex  loci  rei  sitae  by  an  indirect  equity  in  favour  of 
the  legatees,  because  the  creditors  who  have  been  paid 
might  have  pursued  their  own  rights  against  the  real 
estate  without  waiting,  in  the  first  instance,  to  see  whether 
there  was  personal  estate  or  not.  It  seems  quite  impos- 
sible that  this  can  be  correct ;  because,  in  the  first  place, 

(a)  L.  R.  8  Ch.  p.  348. 
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as  againflt  tbe  real  estate  in  Scotland  the  Conrts  of  Engf-     Part  ii. 
land  have  no  jurisdiction  at  all.    Any  jwrisddctian  ivhieh      "^^'"^^' 
ikejf  eon  eacereke  hb  to  the  real  ettode  in  Scotland  can  only     C^**-  ^i- 
he  through  the  medivm  of  some  personai  equity  attaching  to  jurUdictim 
the  owner  in  Scotland  of  that  real  estaiey  who,  in  this  case,    "*  to  Land. 
18  the  Scotch  heir.     What  is  thai  personal  equity  i    There 
is  no  fidnciary  relation.    What  right  have  these  legatees, 
upon  the  footing  of  personal  equity,  to  say  that  the  heir 
shall  not  enjoy  the  Scotch  real  estate  as  the  law  of  Scot- 
land gives  it  to  him,  or  that  any  burthen  shall  directly  or 
indirectly  be  thrown  upon  that  real  estate  in  their  favour, 
which  would  not  be  imposed  by  the  law  of  Scotland  ?    It 
seems  tome  quite  clear  that  this  Got^  cannot  found  any  such 
equity  upon  the  accident  of  this  heir-at-law  being  before  it  as 
a  party  to  the  suit.    The  equity  must  be  founded  upon 
some  higher  principle.     The  fallacy  which  pervaded  the 
whole  of  the  argumeut  for  the  respondent  was  this,  that 
it  was  assumed  that  the  Scotch  estate  was  properly  brought 
into  this  Court  as  the  forum  of  administration.    But 
without  first  shewing  what  this  Court  has  to  do  with 
respect  to  the  Scotch  real  estate,  and  why  it  ought  to  be  Equity  must 
done,  the  proposition  is  not  made  out.     There  are,  in  point  ^^  ^^ract 
of  foot,  no  debtsto  bepaid  out  of  the  Scotch  real  estate;  there  °^  ^"t 
are  no  trusts  to  be  executed  as  to  theScoteh real  estate ;  there 
is  no  tontraet  to  be  enforced  as  to  the  Scotch  real  estate**' 

The  rule  which  is  therefore  to  be  drawn  from  the  deci- 
sion of  Lord   Selbome  just  quoted  (with  which  Lord 
Justice  Mellish  concurred),  is,  that  in  order  to  afiect  real 
estate  situate  abroad  with  an  equity  which  does  not  attach  creating  a 
to  it  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sitMy  there  must  be  a  privity  shewn  to  ]^t.w^„  the 
exist  between  the  parties  seeking  to  establish  the  equity  and  parties 
the  owner  of  that  real  estate,  and  that  it  must  be  a  privity 
which  arises  either  from  contract  or  from  the  existence  of 
a  fiduciary  relation  between  the  parties.  According  to  the 
cases  just  cited  (a),  it  is  also  necessary  that  the  defendant 
at  least  should  be  domiciled  in  this  country,  or  that  the  cognisable  by 

(a)  Ck)6kney  v.  Andet$on,  31  Beav.  452;  Blake  v.  BfaJce,  18  W.  B.  9-14; 
MaUhaei  t.  QaUtzin,  L.  B.  18  £q.  340. 
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contract  out  of  which  the  priyity  arises  should  hare  been 
entered  into  here.  Mr.  Westlake  says  that  it  may  pro- 
bably be  laid  down  as  a  principle,  as  it  is  certainly  de- 
manded by  the  very  nature  of  sovereignty,  that  the  juris- 
diction of  the  English  Courts  will  not  be  exercised  as  to 
persons  domiciled  abroad,  and  as  to  their  conduct  abroad, 
even  though  process  may  have  been  served  on  them 
here  (a).  And  this  b(3ing  a  general  rule,  it  would  be  so 
a  fortiori  in  cases  relating  to  real  estate  situate  abroad, 
which  there  would  be  no  pretence  for  affecting  indirectly 
through  the  person  of  the  owner,  unless  that  owner  were 
either  domiciled  within  the  jurisdiction,  or  had  entered 
into  a  contract  within  its  limits  in  relation  to  the  real 
estate  which  it  was  sought  to  affect. 

Subject  to  these  restrictions,  there  have  been  abundant 
examples  of  equities  being  enforced  in  relation  to  real  estate 
situate  abroad.  Thus  trusts  will  be  enforced,  though  affect- 
ing foreign  lands  (b),  accounts  taken  between  tenants  in 
common  for  waste  and  generally  (o),  and  contracts  for 
sale  ordered  to  be  specifically  performed  (d).  But  foreign 
boundaries  will  not  be  settled  (0),  nor  will  partition  of 
foreign  lands  be  decreed  (/),  nor  will  an  issue  be  directed 
to  try  the  validity  of  a  will  of  lands  lying  out  of  the  juris- 
diction (ff).  And  a  suit  to  enforce  a  lien  on  real  estate  in 
Prussia  cannot  be  sustained  unless  there  is  some  privity  of 
contract  between  the  parties  to  it.  In  such  a  case,  a 
declaration  of  lien  will  be  made,  and  the  Court  will  in 
some  cases  appoint  a  receiver ;  but  it  will  be  left  to  the 
plaintiff  to  make  it  available,  if  he  can,  by  means  of  the 
foreign  tribunals  (&).    In  the  case  of  Holmes  v.  Be^ina  («), 

(a)  Westlake,  Priy.  Ini  Law,  §  127 ;  see  the  cases  cited  in  Hendriek  v. 
Wood,  9  W.  R.  588. 

(b)  Kildare  v.  hustaee,  1  Vem.  422. 

(c)  Carteret  v.  Petty,  2  Swans.  323,  n ;  Rcberdean  v.  RouSf  1  Atk.  543. 
Id)  Archer  v.  Preston^  1  Vera.  77 ;  Jackson  v.  Petrie,  10  Ves.  164 ;  see 

note  to  Penn  v.  Baltimore^  1  Tad.  L.  C,  for  further  examples. 

(c)  Penn  v.  Baltimore,  1  Ves.  Sen.  444 ;  see  Tulloch  v.  Hartleyj  1  Y.  & 
C.  C.  C.  114. 

(/)  Carttoriqht  y.  PettuSy  2  Ch.  Cas.  214. 

(q)  Pike  v.  Hoare,  2  Eden,  182. 

(h)  Norris  v.  Chambresy  30  L.  J.  Ch.  285. 

(i)  31  L.  J.  Ch.  58 ;  2  J.  &  H.  527. 
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certain  lands  in  the  colonies  were  vested  in  the  Queen  by     Fabt  n. 
an  Act  of  the  provincial  legislature,  and  it  was  held  that        J™"^- 
the  Courts  of  this  country,  acting  in  personam,  had  not     C-^-  ^I- 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  a  petition  of  right  in  respect  of  Jurisdiction 
sucji  lands,  praying  for  a  reconveyance  of  part  of  them  to   ^  ^^"^' 
the  suppliants  on  equitable  grounds.     A  power  was  for- 
merly assumed  of  granting  sequestrations  against  the 
estates  of  defendants  situated  in  Ireland  {a),  but  these 
cases  are  of  doubtful  authority,  and  the  observations  of 
Lord  Brougham  on  the  judgment  in  the  latter  case,  in 
Pofiarlinffton  v.  Soidby  (b),  shew  that  they  would  not  now 
be  followed.    In  the  late  case  of  Whitaker  v.  Forbes  (e)  it  Abolition  of 
was  held  that  an  action  of  debt  for  a  rent-charge  on  lands  J^'^e^o^ venue, 
situate  in  Australia  was  not  maintainable  in  England,  but 
this  was  on  the  ground  that  such  an  action  was  local  and 
not  transitory  in  its  nature,  and  that  the  rules  of  venue, 
which  had  not  then  been  abolished,  would  prevent  it  from 
being  tried  anywhere  but  in  the  forum  situs.    It  was  con- 
tended in  that  case,  in  the  argument  on  appeal,  that  the 
rule  as  to  an  action  for  rent-charge  being  local  did  not 
apply  to  cases  where  the  land  was  situated  out  of  England; 
but  Lord  Cairns  denied  that  there  was,  either  in  principle 
or  authority,  any  ground  for  such  a  proposition.  In  Phillips 
V.  Eyre  (tZ),  Willes,  J.,  said :  "  Our  courts  are  said  to  be 
more  open  to  admit  actions  founded  upon  foreign  transac- 
tions than  those  of  any  European  country ;  but  there  are 
restrictions  in   respect  of  locality  which   exclude  some 
foreign  causes  of  action  altogether,  namely,  those  vthich 
would  be  local  if  they  arose  in  England,  such  as  trespass 
to  land  (Doulson  v.  MaHhews,  4  T.  R.  503)."    These  par- 
ticular restrictions,  in  respect  of  venue,  have  now  been 
removed  by  the  Judicature  Act,  1875,  Order  xxxvi.,  r.  1. 
In  the  late  case  of  Buenos  Ayres  Railway  Co.  v.  Northern 
Railway  of  Buenos  Ayres  Co,  (e),  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant companies  were  both  registered  and  had  their  ofBces 

(a)  Arglasse  v.  Museham'py  1  Vern.  75 ;  Fryer  v.  Bernard^2  P.  Wins.  261. 
(fe)  3  My.  &  K.  lOy.  id)  L.  K.  6  Q.  B.  1,  28. 

'c)  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  583 ;  1  C.  P.  D.  51.  (e)  36  L.  T.  148. 
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Past  il     in  England,  and  the  action  was  brought  on  a  contract  for 
"°""^'    the  use  and  oocnpation  of  land  and  buildings  within  the 
Cap.  YL     dominions  of  the  Argentine  Republic    The  statement  of 
jtiriadiaUim  defence  alleged  these  facts,  and  further  that  both  oom- 
" ^^^"^   panies  were  domiciled  in  the  Argentine  Republic,  where 
the  alleged  contract  was  made,  and  that  the  Grovernment 
of  that  State  had  ^'  assumed  jurisdiction  "  in  the  matter. 
It  was  contended,  that  as  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  related 
to  immovable  property  and  rights  incident  to  immoYable 
property  situated  in  a  foreign  country,  the  High  Court  of 
Justice  had  not  jurisdiction  over  the  same ;  and  that  for  it 
to  assume  to  adjudicate  thereon  would  under  the  aboye 
circumstances  be  a  yiolation  of  the  comity  of  nations.    A 
further  contention  was  set  up  that  the  claim  could  not  be 
conveniently  disposed  of  in  England^  inasmuch  as  the  con- 
tract sued  on  had  been  made  abroad,  and  was  therefore 
subject  to  the  law  of  the  hew  eofUractus.    This  defence 
was  held  bad  on  demurrer,  Mellor,  J.,  saying  that  there 
was  nothing  in  it  to  establish  that  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter  of  the  claim  was,  either  by  law  or  by  con- 
tract of  the  parties,  vested  exclusiyely  in  the  Courts  of 
the  Argentine  Republic. 
Trusts  en-  It  was  said  above  that  trusts  respecting  lands  out  of  the 

SeTS-  jnrisdiction  will  be  enforced  by  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
ciabie.  but  this  will  obviously  be  so  only  when  the  trustees  are 

persons  on  whom  the  Court  can  effectually  act,  and  if 
there  are  no  such  trustees,  no  trust  can  be  settled  or 
enforced.  In  New  v.  Bonaker  (a),  a  testator  gave  certain 
funds  to  the  President  and  Vice-President  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania,  to  build  and 
endow  a  college  for  special  purposes  in  Pennsylyania. 
The  trustees  having  disclaimed,  Malins,  Y.C.,  refused  to 
attempt  to  settle  a  scheme  for  the  administration  of  the 
trust,  and  held  that  the  funds  bequeathed  fell  into  the 
residuary  estate.  The  ground,  however,  of  the  decision 
was  rather  the  principle  of  AUomey-Oenefal  v.  Stvrge  (fc), 
that  it  does  not  fall  within  the  province  or  power  of  the 

(a)  L.  R.  4  Eq.  655.  (l»)  19  Beav.  597. 
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Court  to  see  to  the  administration  of  a  foreign  charity.     Part  IT. 
than  the  fact  that  the  trost  contemplated  the  acquisition       J^^' 
and  holding  of  foreign  land  for  a  particular  purpose.  Cap,  vi. 

With  regard  to  injunctions   to   restrain  proceedings  Jv/riaSAotUm 
abroad  for  the  recovery  of  real  estate,  the  Court  will   ***^.f^^ 
grant  them  at  its  discretion,  if  there  is  reason  to  believe  interference 
that  all  the  matters  in  disputo  will  be  better  determined  i^^ the/on^ 
in  England,  and  the  parties  are  before  the  Court,  so  as  to  '^^ 
be  controlled  by  it  effectually  (a).    In  the  more  recent 
case  of  Hope  v.  Oameffie  (b),  a  British  subject,  entitled  to 
real  and  personal  estate,  both  in  England  and  the  Nether- 
lands, died  domiciled  in  England,  leaving  a  will  by  which 
he  gave  to  trustees  all  his  property  here  and  abroad,  but 
as  to  his  foreign  property  only  so  &r  as  he  cotdd  dispose 
of  it  according  to  the  lem  rei  aitm.    A  decree  was  made  in 
England  for  the  administration  of  his  estate,  and  subse- 
quently one  of  his  children  instituted  prooeedings  in  the 
Netherlands  for  the  administration  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  in  that  country.    It  was  held  by  Enight  Bruce,  Y.C, 
that  the  proceedings  in  the  Netherlands  ought  to  be 
restrained  as  to  the  personal  estate,  but  not  as  to  the 
realty,  leaving  them  to  be  carried  on  separately  as  to  that, 
if  possible ;  but  Turner,  Y.C,  thought  that  the  proceedings 
ought  to  be  restrained  as  to  the  real  estate  abroad  also, 
on  the  analogy  of  Bunbtiry  v.  Bimbu/ry  (a). 

The  balance  of  authority,  however,  is  certainly  against 
any  interference  with  the  forum  »itt^,  so  fiar  as  regards 
realty,  though  the  jurisdiction  has  always  been  asserted. 
The  question  was  much  discussed  in  The  Oarron  Iron 
Oompany  v.  Maelaren  (o),  where  the  cases  on  the  subject 
are  carefully  examined  by  Lord  St  Leonards.  In  Bushby 
V.  Mrmday  (d),  proceedings  in  Scotland  on  a  Scotch  herit- 
able bond  were  restrained  by  Sir  John  Leach,  on  the 
ground  that  the  validity  of  the  bond  could  best  be  decided 
in  England ;  but  a  similar  injunction  was  dissolved  by 

(a)  Bunbury  y.  Bttnbury,  1  Beov.  318.  (e)  5  H.  L.  G.  416. 

(b)  L.  B.  1  Ch.  Sao.  (<0  5  Madd.  297. 

K   2 
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PamH.     Lord  Eldon  in  Kennedy  y.  OasnUs  (a\  under  the  circum* 

*    stances  of  that  case,  though  he  expressed  himself  satisfied 

^^^•^^  as  to  the  jurisdiction.  So  in  Janes  v.  Geddes  (fc),  an  in- 
JfuriBdustian  junction  had  been  granted  against  a  heritable  bond 
as  to  Land,  ^fQ^itor  who  was  proceeding  in  Scotland  against  the  as- 
signees in  bankruptcy  of  the  obligor,  who  had  real  estate 
there.  Lord  Lyndhurst  dissolved  the  injunction  upon  a 
simple  consideration  of  the  balance  of  conveniences  and 
inconveniences  of  the  different  courses  of  action,  but  here 
also  the  jurisdiction  was  fully  recognised.  And  citing 
Elliot  V.  Lord  Minio  (c)  Lord  St  Leonards  says,  ^Of 
course  questions  of  Scotch  law,  for  example,  the  right  of 
Scotch  estates  to  be  exonerated  out  of  the  personal  estate^ 
must  be  decided  according  to  Scotch  law ;  and  if  practi- 
cable, in  a  complicated  case,  by  the  Courts  in  Scotland." 
In  eases,  however,  where  litigation  is  pending  in  England, 
and  complete  relief  may  be  had  here,  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery will  restrain  foreign  proceedings  taken  by  a  party  to 
the  suit,  as  a  vexatious  harassing  of  the  opposite  party  (e{). 
This  was  the  ground  of  the  decisions  in  Harrison  v. 
Ovmey  (e)  and  Beckford  v.  Kemlle  (/).  In  Harrison  v. 
Chtmey  a  decree  had  been  obtained  for  the  execution  of 
the  trusts  of  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  a 
receiver  of  real  estates  in  England  and  Ireland  had  been 
appointed.  Some  of  the  trustees  having  filed  a  bill  in 
Ireland  for  executing  the  trusts  of  the  same  deed,  Lord 
Eldon  restrained  them  from  prosecuting  that  suit,  on 
the  ground  that  it  sought  the  same  relief  as  might  be 
had  under  the  decree  obtained  in  this  country.  In  Beeh- 
ford  V.  Kemble,  after  a  decree  in  this  country  for  an 
account  on  a  bill  to  redeem  a  West  Indian  mortgage,  Sir 
John  Leach  would  not  allow  the  mortgagee  to  prosecute 
a  suit  in  the  forum  situs  for  foreclosing  the  same  mortgage, 
on  the  ground  that  full  relief  might  be  obtained  under 

(a)  2  Swans.  318. 

(6)  1  Phill.  724  ;   Wedderhum  v.  Wedderhum,  4  My.  &  Cr.  585. 

(c)  6  Madd.  16. 

(d)  Per  Lord  Cranworth,  5  H.  L.  C.  487. 

(c)  2  J  &  W.  563.  (/)  1  Sim.  &  8.  7. 
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the  decree  in  this  country.   The  point  arose  more  reeently     Pabt  ii. 
in  Baittie  v.  BatRie  (a),  but  though  an  injunction  was      °^*""^* 
granted  in  that  case,  Malins,  V.C.,  expressly  said  that  the     ^^ '^' 
question  there  was  only  about  the  personal  estate  of  a  jurisdiction 
domiciled  Englishman,  and  that  he  was  not  interfering   <wtoi>owd. 
with  any  remedy  that  might  exist  in  Scotland  against  the 
real  estate  situated  there  of  the  testator. 

A  distinction  is  pointed  out  by  Mr*  Westlake  (Priv.  Equitj  not 
Int.  Law,  §  64)  between  cases  where  the  equity  binding  onfbroed  if 
on  the  person,  and  enforced  by  the  English  Court,  does  the  lex  Htw. 
not  exist  by  the  law  of  the  aiiuBy  and  oases  where  it  is 
absolutely  excluded  by  it  Where  the  Court  acts  upon 
foreign  lands,  it  does  so,  as  explained  in  Oransian  r. 
Johnston  (b),  through  the  conscience  of  the  person  whom 
it  has  the  power  and  the  duty  of  controlling ;  and  it  is 
immaterial  if  the  special  equity  to  be  enforced  has  no 
existence  in  the  eye  of  the  less  situs,  with  which,  as  to  the 
kind  of  remedy  applicable  to  the  circumstances,  the 
English  law  is  not  likely  to  coincide.  This  is  seen  in  the 
case  of  Ex  parte  Pollardj  Be  Oourtnetf  (e),  where  an 
equitable  mortgage,  according  to  English  law,  was  effected 
by  depositing  the  title-deeds  of  real  estate  in  Scotland ; 
<and  it  was  held  that  this  mortgage  conld  be  enforced, 
although  it  was  found  in  the  special  case  that  by  the 
Scotch  law  no  lien  or  mortgage  was  created  by  the  de- 
posit. The  principle  of  this  case  was  followed  in  Ex  parte 
HoUhaiuseny  Be  Seheibler  (d),  with  respect  to  property 
situated  at  Shanghai,  in  China,  though  no  conflict  with 
the  lex  aUvs  there  arose,  and  the  question  was  whether  the 
contract  was  to  be  goyemed  by  English  or  Prussian  law, 
having  been  entered  into  by  correspondence  between 
parties  resident  in  London  and  Prussia  respectiyely.  But 
in  Martm  v.  Martin  (e)  a  post-nuptial  settlement  of  land 
in  Demerara  invalid  by  the  law  of  that  colony,  was  held 
ineffectual  as  against  a  subsequent  mortgagee  with  notice, 

(a)  L.  R.  5  Eq.  175.  (fe)  3  Ves.  170. 

(c)  Mont,  ft  Ch.  239  ;  see  Coote  ?.  Jecks,  L.  B.  13  Bq.  697. 

(d)  L.  B.  9  Cb.  722.  (e)  2  Buss.  &  My.  507. 
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Pabv  ii.     on  the  groutd  that  the  law  of  Demeram  expressly  pre- 

'^If?^*    Tented  the  settlement  from  operating  so  as  to  diminish 

O^-y^     the  absolute  ownership  and  control  of  the  husband  and 

JuriMditm  wife  over  the  estate.    The  principle  was  substantially  the 

09  to  Land,   gQ^Q  ng  that  in  JBe  parte  Bcrrodaile,  Be  Bueker  (a),  where 

an  equitable  mortgage,  by  the  deposit  of  title-deeds,  of 

slaves  in  Antigua,  was  declared  invalid,  on  the  ground 

that  the  laws  of  the  colony  declared  yoid  the  creation  of 

any  interest  in  slaves — at  that  time  real  property — unless 

the  title  was  made  apparont  by  the  intervention  of  certain 

forms,  which  in  that  case  had  been  disregarded.    The 

distinction  between  this  case  and  that  of  En  parte  PcOard, 

just  referred  to,  is  apparent  on  comparing  the  two.    And 

in  Walerhauee  y.  Stamfield  (b),  Turner,  V.C,  said  that 

when  the  law  of  a  foreign  oountry  placed  a  restraint  upon 

the  alienation  of  property  situated  there,  an  equity  arising 

here  on  a  contract  respecting  such  property  could  not  be 

enforced  against  the  lex  rei  sUm. 

injariefl  to  With  regard  to  the  jurisdiction  in  respect  of  injuries  to 

movsS^     foreign  realty,  the  question  was  until  lately  governed  by 

whether  cog-  the  distinction  between  local  and  transitory  actions,  and 

EngiiBh         the  distinctions  as  to  venue  which  have  been  removed  by 

courts.  the  Judicature  Act  (c),  as  has  been  already  mentioned. 

In  Skinner  v.  The  East  India  Company  {d%  which  was 

decided  in  1665,  it  was  solemnly  laid  down  that  no  action 

lay  in  England  for  torts  to  reed  property  or  fixtures 

abroad,  but  in  a  subsequent  case  (a),  Lord  Mansfield  took 

a  distinction  between  actions  concerning  the  title  to  or 

possession  of  foreign  realty,  and  those  for  damages  based 

on  an  injury  to  foreign  realty,  and  referred  to  an  action 

which  had  come  before  him  against  a  captain  in  the 

English  navy  who  had  pulled  down  some  houses  in  Nova 

Scotia,  and  which  he  had  ruled  was  maintainable.     In 

Doulson  V.  Matthews  (/),  however,  although  Lord  Mans- 

(a)  2  Mont.  &  Ayr.  398. 

(6)  10  Hare,  259 ;  see  2  Hare,  1,  8,  12. 

(c)  38  &  39  Vict  c.  77 ;  Ord.  xxxvi.  r.  1. 

(d)  Cited  Cowp.  167. 

(e)  Moetyn  v,  Fabriga^,  Cowp.  180.  (/)  4  T.  B.  503. 
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field's  dieta  were  brought  before  the  notice  of  the  Oonrt,  Past  n. 
they  were  distinctly  oyerroled^  and  it  was  decided  again  _^^- 
that  no  action  lay  in  this  country  for  trespass  to  realty  O^^-'^l' 
situate  abroad.  Since  the  restrictions  as  to  venne  have  juriadktitm 
been  removed^  the  qaestion  has  been  mooted  in  a  late  ^  *oJ^^ 
case  in  the  Probate  and  Admiralty  Diyisicm  of  the  High 
Court  (a)y  where  an  English  company,  possessed  of  a  pier 
in  Spain,  instituted  a  cause  of  damage  against  an  English 
ship  for  neghgently  injuring  it ;  but  the  ship  haying  been 
released  from  arrest  upon  an  agreement  that  the  liabilities 
of  the  parties  should  be  decided  in  the  English  Courts, 
the  owners  were  prevented  from  setting  up  any  objection 
to  the  jurisdiction.  In  deciding  that  the  law  of  Spain 
must  gOTem  the  case,  Mellisb,  L.J.,  used  the  following 
expressions  (h) : — *^  If  that  is  the  rule  respecting  personal 
wrongs  and  respecting  wrongs  to  personal  property " — 
ie,,  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  in  England  for  a 
wrongful  act,  unless  it  is  wrongful  by  the  law  of  the 
country  where  it  was  committed,  as  well  as  by  English 
law — '4t  seems  to  me  a  fortiori  that  it  must  be  the  rule 
as  to  wrongful  acts  to  real  or  immovable  property  in  a 
foreign  country.  Whether  the  rule  as  to  wrongful  acts  to 
immovable  property  in  a  foreign  country  does  not  go  still 
further,  and  prevent  an  action  firom  being  brought  at  all, 
is  a  question  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine  in  this 
case ;  because,  having  regard  to  the  consent  of  the  parties 
and  the  agreement  that  has  been  come  to,  no  objection  to 
the  jurisdiction  could  be  taken."  And  James,  L.  J.,  said  in 
the  same  case,  that  had  it  not  been  for  this  agreement,  very 
grave  difficulties  indeed  might  have  arisen  as  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  to  entertain  any  action  or  proceedings 
whatever  with  respect  to  injuries  done  to  foreign  soiL  It 
would  indeed  seem  dear,  that  a  mere  alteration  in  the 
rules  of  procedure  in  the  English  Courts  could  not  operate 
to  extend  their  jurisdiction  beyond  the  limits  which  were 
formerly  laid  down,  if  those  limits  were  originally  defined 

(a)  The  M.  Moxhamy  L.  B.  1  P.  D.  107.  (6)  L.  B.  1  P.  D.  p.  112. 
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Pabt  il  not  only  bj  the  necessities  of  procedure,  bnt  by  the  prin- 
""'^'  ciples  of  the  law  of  nations  which  English  law  recognises. 
Gap.  yi.  Whether,  however,  the  law  of  nations  did  thus  define  them 
Juriddidion  appears  Very  doubtful,  when  the  unlimited  jurisdiction  in 
a$  to  Land,  ^.jj^  ^j^g^  ^f  personal  torts,  to  which  the  rules  of  venue  did 
Effect  of  not  apply,  is  considered.  According  to  Mellish  L.J.,  in  the 
rales  of  venae,  judgment  from  which  quotation  has  just  been  made,  it  is  an 
established  principle  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  in 
the  Courts  of  England  on  account  of  a  wrongful  act  either 
to  a  person  or  personal  property,  committed  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  country,  unless  the  act  is  wrongful 
by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  is  committed,  and  also 
wrongful  by  the  law  of  this  country  (a).  Thus,  in  PhSUpB 
y.  Eyre,  where  the  liability  of  the  defendant  had  been 
taken  away,  and  his  wrongdoing  purged,  by  the  law  of  the 
country  where  the  tortious  act  was  committed,  it  was  held 
that  no  action  could  be  brought  in  this  oountry.  This 
limitation,  boweyer,  is  not  one  of  jurisdiction  at  all ;  but 
results  merely  from  the  principle  that  the  tortious  nature 
of  an  act  must  be  measured  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 
it  is  done,  as  well  as  by  that  of  the  forum  where  the  claim 
for  damages  is  made  (h).  There  has  been  no  authority  but 
that  referred  to  above,  since  the  rules  of  venue  have  been 
abolished,  to  shew  whether  the  law  of  nations  excludes 
jurisdiction  over  torts  to  foreign  land  altogether.  Accord- 
ing to  the  last  edition  of  Story  (§  554)  it  appears  to  be  the 
American  view  that  an  action  for  personal  damages, 
though  founded  on  a  tort  to  foreign  immovables,  is  not 
confined  to  the  forum  ret  sitse.  Nor  do  the  reasons  given 
in  the  English  cases  before  the  abolition  of  venue  in  any 
instance  go  beyond  the  necessities  of  English  procedure. 
In  the  language  already  cited  from  the  judgment  of 
Willes,  J.,  in  PhiUipa  v.  Eyre  (c),  there  is  plainly  nothing 

(a)  The  M.  Moxham,  L.  fi.  1  P.  D.  107,111;  PhiUips  v.  JE^re,  L.  R. 
6  Q.  B.  1 ;  The  Halley,  L.  R.  2  P.  C.  193 ;  General  Steam  Navigation  Co. 
V.  GuUlon,  11  M.  &  W.  877,  895 ;  Modyn  v.  Fabrigas,  1  8m.  L.  C.  658  ; 
Scoit  V.  Seymour,  1  H.  &  C.  219 ;  31  L.  J.  Ex.  457 ;  Bullock  v.  Cairdy  L.  R. 
10  Q.  B.  276,  and  infra. 

(6)  Vid.  infrh.  Chap.  IX.  (ii.)         (c)  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  1,  28 ;  ante,  p.  129. 
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which  necessarily  means  more  than  that  actions  for  torts     PactIL 

to  foreign  realty  cannot  be  tried,  because  the  rules  of       

venue  prevent  them  from  coming  before  the  Court  In  Cap.  VL 
Mostyn  v.  Fahrigaa  (a)  Lord  Mansfield  pointed  out  that  jurMietion 
there  is  a  formal  and  a  substantial  distinction  as  to  the  *" toLf"^ 
locality  of  trials.  The  substantial  distinction  is,  where 
the  effect  of  the  judgment  cannot  be  had,  if  the  action  is 
laid  in  the  wrong  place.  The  formal  distinction  is  that 
which  arises  from  the  mode  of  trial,  and  excludes  certain 
actions  by  means  of  the  rules  of  venue.  And  by  way  of 
example^  it  was  said,  that  there  might  be  a  solid  distinc- 
tion of  locality,  if  an  action  were  brought  relative  to  an 
estate  in  a  foreign  country,  where  the  question  was  a 
matter  of  title  only,  and  not  of  damages.  It  can  hardly 
be  doubted  that  the  rule  as  to  venue  was  in  Lord  Mans- 
field's mind  the  only  obstacle  to  the  trial  by  an  English 
Court  of  an  action  for  injury  to  foreign  realty  (b).  Nor  is 
it  easy  to  maintain  that  there  is  any  reason  more  valid  to 
restrain  the  jurisdiction  now  that  that  obstacle  is  removed. 
The  execution  of  the  judgment  in  such  an  action,  inasmuch 
as  it  can  only  be  brought  when  proper  service  is  effected 
on  the  defendant,  and  execution  can  only  issue  on  his 
person  or  property  within  the  jurisdiction,  cannot  inter- 
fere with  the  sovereign  rights  of  a  foreign  Power,  as  it 
would  in  an  action  for  the  titie  to  or  possession  of  land. 
An  injury  to  land  is  in  fact  a  personal  injury  to  its  owner, 
and  is  no  more  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  an  English 
Court,  on  general  principles,  than  other  personal  injuries 
are  (e). 


(a)  Cowp.  161 ;  1  Sm.  L.  0.  658,  680. 

lb)  See  however  DouUon  v.  Mattheum,  4  T.  B.  503. 

(c)  Bee  The  M.  Uoxhamy  L.  B.  1  P.  D.  107,  and  infrk^  Ohap.  IX.  (u.) 


Cap.  YL 
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Past  II. 

3UMMABT. 

—  JUBISDIOTION  AS  TO  REAL    PROPERTY  (INCLUDING    CHAT- 
TELS real)  SITUATE  ABROAD. 

p.  121.  The   jnrisdiotion    oyer    real  or  immoyaUe  property, 

abstracted  from  the  acta  and  contracts  of  the  persons  who 
deal  with  it,  belongs  to  the  forum  sUub  alone,  whidi  will 
administer  the  lex  mtu$  in  exercising  it. 

And  this  general  principle  will  prevent  an  action  from 
being  maintained  in  England  for  the  possession  of  or  pro-' 
perty  in  foreign  land,  independently  of  any  rule  of  proce- 
dure, such  as  those  which  formerly  prevailed  with  respect 
to  venue. 

pp.  122-131.  But  where  a  personal  equity,  resulting  either  from  a 
trust  or  a  contract  oyer  which  an  English  Court  has  juris- 
diction attaches  to  an  individual  who  is  before  the  English 
Court  or  can  be  brought  before  it,  the  English  Court  will 
indirectly  affect  foreign  land  by  acting  in  penonam, 
i»e.9  \ifoa  the  conscience  of  its  own  justiciable. 

Thus,  by  the  enforcement  of  such  an  equity,  the  title 
to  the  property  in  or  the  right  to  the  possession  of  foreign 
land  may  be  iudirectly  transferred. 

p,  130.  The  mere  fact  that  a  contract  relates  to  foreign  land,  or 

to  the  rights  that  are  incident  to  its  possession,  will  not 
exclude  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  Courts  if  the  con- 
tract is  one  with  which  it  is  otherwise  competent  to  deal ; 
at  any  rate,  unless  it  is  shewn  that  the  Courts  of  the  mius 
have  already  and  properly  assumed  jurisdiction  over  the 
claim. 

pp.  131, 132.  Where  such  an  equity  as  that  defined  exists,  the  English 
Court  will  at  its  discretion  restrain  by  injunction  proceed- 
ings abroad  with  respect  to  the  foreign  land  to  which  it 
relates. 

p.  138.  But  it  seems  that  where  the  equity  is  absolutely  repug- 

nant to  the  lex  sitm,  the  English  Court  will  not  enforce  it, 
though  it  would  have  done  so  had  the  equity  in  question 
been  merely  non-existent  by  that  law. 
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There  is  no  direct  authority  to  shew  that  the  jnrisdiotion     PabtIL 

over  torts  to  foreign  land,  which  the  English  Courts  were        

formerly  prevented  from  assuming  by  the  rules  relating  to     0^*^^ 
venue,  is  extended  by  the  abolition  of  those  rules ;  but  an  pp.  184-137. 
action  founded  on  such  a  tort,  being  for  personal  damages 
only,  might  on  general  principles  be  maintained  here. 

(ii.)  Nature  and  Incidents  of  ImmovMe  Property  and 

BeaUy. 

It  has  been  already  said  that  a  general  consent  exists 
as  to  the  principle  that  real  or  immovable  property  is  sub- 
ject exclosiyely  to  the  law  of  the  government  within  whose 
territory  it  is  situate.  The  authorities  cited  by  Story  for 
this  general  proposition  are  very  numerous  (a),  but  it  will 
be  more  advantageous  to  consider  what  are  the  directions 
in  which  this  lex  sitvs  is  allowed  exclusive  operation,  and 
how  far  it  extends.  It  must  be  sufficiently  apparent  from 
the  last  section  that  there  are  many  cases  in  which  the 
exclusive  action  claimed  for  it  is  interfered  with. 

(a.)  Nature  of  Beaity. — The  lex  aitua,  in  the  first  place,  Lex  bUus 
must  decide  what  things  and  appurtenances  are  so  closely  ^i^^^^* 
connected  with  the  soil  as  to  partake  of  the  nature  of  ablee. 
realty,  though  not  themselves  land  in  anything  but  a  legal 
sense.  Of  these  some  are  so  universally  regarded  in  this 
light,  as  easements  and  rent-charges,  for  example,  that  no 
special  mention  need  be  made  of  them ;  but  with  regard 
to  other  things  whose  character  is  more  doubtful,  it  is 
laid  down  by  Story  (b)  that  the  question  is  not  so  much 
what  are,  or  ought  to  be  deemed  ex  eud  naturd,  movables, 
as  what  are  deemed  so  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  they 
are  situated ;  and  that  to  ascertain  what  is  immovable  pro- 
perty and  what  is  not,  recourse  must  be  had  in  all  cases 
to  the  lex  rei  siise.  The  English  case  cited  by  Mr.  West- 
lake  (Priv.  Int.  Law,  §  75)  for  the  same  principle  (o) 
scarcely  seems  to  bear  out  the  proposition  to  its  full 

(a)  Story,  Gonfliot  of  Laws,  §  428.  Q>)  Confliot  of  Lavrs,  §  447. 

(c)  ExparU  Eucker,  3  D.  &  Gh.  704;  aoe  Smith  v.  BratM,  2  Salk.  666. 
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Pairf  il     extent,  since  the  decision  of  Erakine,  C.J.,  turned  chiefly 
^^^"^'    upon  6  Geo.  2»  c  7,  s.  4,  which  spoke  of  negroes  as  real 
Cap.  VL     estate,  and  not  so  mnch  upon  the  fact  that  they  were  so 
by  the  law  of  Antigua,  where  they  were  situated.    It  may, 
however,  be  taken  generally  that  the  decision  of  the  lex 
9Uu$  is  universally  accepted  on  such  questions.  In  Chaifield 
V.  Berehtoldt  (a)  the  question  was  whether  a  rent-chai^e 
jptir  atUer  trie  issuing  out  of  English  land  was  liable  to  legacy 
Distinotioii     ^^^7  ^  personal  estate  under  the  English  statutes  (14 
between  mov-  (Jeo.  2,  c.  20,  s.  9 ;  1  Vict.  c.  26),  which  make  estates  pur 
BODsJ  estate,     auter  vie  applicable  as  personal  estate  in  the  hands  of 
executors  and  administrators,  and  it  was  held  on  appeal 
that  legacy  duty  was  payable  on  such  rent-charge.    The 
domicil  of  the  testatrix  being  Hungarian,  it  was  contended 
in  opposition  to  the  Crown  that  the  character  of  personal 
property  was  so  impressed  by  the  several  statutes  upon 
the  interest  in  question,  as  to  make  it  for  all  intents  and 
purposes  personal  property,  attached  to  the  domicil  and 
person  of  the  testatrix,  and  therefore  exempt  from  legacy 
duty  according  to  the  principle  of  Thomson  v.  AdvocaU- 
General  (I).    It  was  held,  however,  that  the  English  law 
only  made  it  personal  property  for  the  purpose  of  charging 
it  with   legacy  duty,  and  that  except  in  this  limited 
respect,  it  remained  realty.    In  the  words  of  the  judg- 
ment, it  lay  upon  the  respondent  to  shew  that  by  the 
law  of  England  estates  pur  auter  vie  in  land  had  been 
converted  into  pure  personalty  or  movables,  and  he  did 
not  discharge  this  burden  by  shewing  that  by  some  statu- 
tory provisions  in  some  cases  they  are  to  be  applied  in  the 
same  manner  as  personal  estate.    But  it  was  taken  for 
granted  throughout  that  the  English  law  was  the  proper 
test  by  which  to  decide  the  real  or  personal  nature  of  the 
interest  in  question.   Almost  the  same  point  arose  in  Freke 
v.  Lord  Oarbery  (c),  where  it  was  held  that  the  validity  of 
a  testamentary  disposition  of  an  English  leasehold  was 

(a)  L.  B.  7  Eq.  192 ;  see  also  StewaH  y.  GameU,  8  Sim.  398. 
(&)  12  Gi.&¥,l ;  Wallace  y.  AUamey-Qmeralj  L.  R.  1  Gh.  1. 
(c)  L.  B.  16  Eq.  461. 
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governed  by  the  law  of  EDgland,  and  not  by  that  of  the     Pabt  il 

testators  domicil.    In  that  case  a  testator  domiciled  in        

Ireland  (to  which  the  Thellusson  Act  does  not  extend)  ^^-  ^^- 
devised  an  English  leasehold  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  sell 
and  hold  the  proceeds  upon  certain  trusts  for  accumulation 
invalid  by  the  Thellusson  Act ;  and  it  was  held  that  these 
trusts  were  invalid  so  far  as  r^arded  the  English  lease- 
hold, though  valid  as  to  the  personal  estate,  which  was  to 
be  regulated  by  the  law  of  his  domiciL  It  was  contended 
that  the  English  law  regarded  leasehold  property  as  per- 
sonal  estate,  and  therefore  remitted  all  questions  concern* 
ing  it  to  the  decision  of  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicil ; 
but  Lord  Selborne  pointed  out  that  this  principle,  expressed 
in  the  Eoman  maxim  mobUia  sequuntur  personam^  referred 
to  movMe  property  only,  as  distinguished  from  immovable ; 
and  that  although  for  some  purposes  the  English  law  regarded 
leaseholds  as  chattels,  yet  land,  whether  held  for  a  chattel 
interest  or  held  for  a  freehold  interest,  is,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  immovable  and  not  movable.  Lord  Selborne  further 
cited  with  approval  the  dicta  of  Story  on  this  point,  which 
have  just  been  referred  to,  and  there  is  now  no  doubt  that 
it  expresses  the  English  law  on  the  subject.  The  main 
difficulty  in  the  matter  arises  from  the  loose  employment 
of  the  terms  ^*  personal "  and  '^  movable  "  as  synonymous. 
That  they  were  so  originally  is  of  course  evident  from  the 
maxim  itself.  Mobilia  seqtmntur  personam  may  be  freely 
translated  '^  movables  are  personal  property,"  but  the  use 
of  English  law  has  attached  a  special  and  definite  meaning 
to  the  term  **  personal  estate,"  which  differs  materially 
from  that  more  commonly  given  to  it  in  international 
jurisprudence.  This  special  meaning  is  pointed  out  by 
Jarman  (on  Wills,  vol.  i.,  p.  4  n.),  who  says,  **  The  distinc- 
tion between  real  and  personal  estate  is  peculiar  to  our 
own  policy,  and  is  not  known  to  any  foreign  system  of 
jurisprudence  that  is  founded  on  the  civil  law,  in  which 
the  only  recognised  distinction  was  between  movable  and 
immovable  property.  Leaseholds  for  years,  therefore, 
which  obviously  belong  to  the  latter  denomination,  though 
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PabtU.     they  are  with  us  transmissible  as  personal  estate,  are 
*    govemed  by  the  lex  loci,  and  do  not  follow  the  person ;  so 

^^•^^  that  if  an  Englishman  domiciled  abroad  dies  possessed  of 
such  property,  it  will  deyolve  according  to  the  English 
law."  Mr.  Jarman's  subsequent  editors  appear  to  hare 
dissented  from  this  proposition,  citing  11  Jarm.  Byth. 
Oony.  3rd  ed.  p.  15,  Deane  on  Wills,  p.  15,  Price  v.  Dew" 
huTZt,  4  My.  &  Cr.  81,  Jeminffham  ▼.  Herbert,  4  Boss. 
888,  and  PeamuUn  y.  Twiss,  2  Gift.  136,  as  authorities 
for  the  ambignonsly  worded  proposition  that  the  lex  loei 
must  determine  what  part  of  the  estate  is  real  and  what 
personal,  and  that  then  the  lex  domieilii  comes  in  and 
determines  the  distribution  of  that  part  of  the  property 
which  the  lex  loei  has  declared  to  be  personal.  All  these 
authorities,  howeyer,  plainly  employ  the  word  '*  personal " 
in  the  yery  sense  against  which  Mr.  Jarman's  caution  is 
meant  to  guard,  and  the  point  may  be  at  any  rate  now 
regarded  as  finally  settled  by  Lord  Selbome's  judgment, 
just  referred  to,  in  the  case  of  Freke  y.  Lord  Garhery  (a). 
Incidents  of        The  nature  of  realty  being  thus  undoubtedly  a  question 

iimitat^  ottd  ^^^^  ^®  ^  w^***  °^^**  decide,  it  may  be  added  that 
prescription,  almost  all  the  incidents  which  arise  in  connection  with  it 
are  to  be  referred  to  the  same  law  (6).  The  rules  of  limita- 
tion and  prescription,  as  applied  to  real  property,  come 
under  this  head,  and  may  be  mentioned  here.  Both  are 
goyemed  by  the  lex  eitiM,  for  the  simple  reason  that  the 
eitiiB  is  necessarily  the  forum.  A  statutory  limitation 
absolutely  extinguishes  a  right  of  action,  irrespectiye  of  its 
merits,  and,  in  relation  to  land,  has  the  indirect  effect  of 
creating  a  good  title,  by  proyiding  the  possessor  with  a 
yalid  defence  to  any  action  which  may  be  brought  to 
interfere  with  his  possession.  It  is  thus  plainly  something 
pertaining  to  the  remedy,  and  being  a  question  of  pro- 
cedure must  in  principle,  as  will  be  shewn  again  hereafter, 
be  goyemed  entirely  by  the  lex  fori  (c).    But  it  has  been 

(a)  L.  B,  16  Eq.  461. 

(b)  Nelson  v.  Bridporty  5  Beav.  547,  570. 

((!)  But  as  to  thifl,  see  Pitt  v.  Dctcre,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  D.  295 ;  infrhj  p.  144. 
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already  stated  that  no  action  can  be  bronght  to  interfere    ^abtII. 
with  the  poeseesion  of  realty  except  in  the  forwn,  of  the    ^*"^™^- 
9Uu»y  80  that  the  lex  fori  and  the  lex  situs  become  identical.     Cap.  yi. 
Similarly,  prescription  may  be  regarded  as  conferring  a 
title  generidly  to  incorporeal  rights  in  realty,  directly,  and 
not  merely  indirectly  by  providing  the  possessor  with  a 
defence ;  and  the  rules  of  prescription  are  thus  part  of  the 
law  of  propeiiy,  of  which  the  lex  sUus  is  the  sonrce.    As, 
however,  an  incorporeal  right  in  immovables  can  never  be 
effectually  asserted  except  in  the  Courts  of  the  sUm^  the 
200;  fori  and  the  lex  sUus  are  again  identicaL    Cases,  how-^ 
ever,  may  easily  be  conceived  where  a  prescription  or  a 
limitation  with  regard  to  foreign  immovables  may  be  set 
up  in  an  English  Court  in  answer  to  an  attempt  to  enforce 
in  an  English  Court  some  such  personal  equity  as  that 
indicated  by  Lord  Selborne  in  Sarrison  v.  Harrison  (a), 
cited  above.    The  question  will  then  arise  whether  the 
lex  forij  in  matters  of  prescriptions  and  limitations  which 
affect  real  estate,  is  the  proper  law  to  be  followed  for  its 
own  sake,  or  only-so  long  as  it  coincides  with  the  lex  sUus  ? 
It  seems  dear  on  principle  that  if  the  rule  of  prescription 
appealed  to  is  not  merely  and  directly  extinctive  of  the 
remedy  sought,  but  is  a  law  which  affects  directly  to  gOTern 
right  and  title  in  the  immovable  property  concerned,  then 
the  lex  situs  is  the  proper  law  to  govern  as  such.    As  to 
ordinary  rules  of  limitation,  which  are  not  creative  of  title, 
except  indirectly,  the  same  reasoning  hardly  applies.    The 
most  successful  editor  of  Wheaton  (Mr.  Dana)  says  of 
these  rules  (b)i  ''As  these  statutes  are  rules  of  repose 
resting  on  the  policy  of  the  State,  it  seems  reasonable  that 
any  State  may  apply  them  to  all  suits  in  which  the  aid  of 
its  tribunals  is  invoked,  whether  the  parties  are  citizens 
or  aliens ;  whether  the  thing  in  dispute  is  within  or  without 
the  territory  of  the  State,  and  be  movable  or  immovable, 
corporeal  or  incorporeal    It  is  true  that  a  statute  of  limi- 
tations indirectly  operates  upon  title  to  property,  and  has 
the  same  effect  in  aid  of  the  party  sued  as  a  defensive 

(a)  L.  R.  8  Ch.  342.  (b)  Wlieaton,  Int.  Law,  §  143,  n. 
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Past  n.     prescription ;  and  so  it  oiay  be  argued  that  they  belong 
*    to  the  laws  of  property  and  not  of  mere  remedy ;  but  it  is 

Cap.  VI,     impossible,  in  international  law,  to  be  goremed  by  these 
indirect  operations." 

In  a  recent  case  (a)  it  was,  however,  apparently  assumed 
by  the  Court  that  the  law  which  regulates  the  prescription 
of  actions  as  to  real  estate  is  not  the  lex  fori  but  the  lex 
loei  rei  aitk.  Funds  had  been  paid  into  Court  representing 
the  rents  and  profits  of  certain  lands  in  Jamaica,  out  of 
which  an  annuity  had  been  granted  by  will  in  1810.  The 
last  payment  on  account  of  the  annuity  had  been  in  1842, 
and  the  personal  representative  of  the  annuitant  claimed 
to  be  entitled  to  the  funds  in  Court  to  satisfy  arrears  of  the 
annuity.  It  was  held  that  the  English  statute  of  limitar 
tions  did  not  apply  to  land  in  Jamaica,  and  that  the  claim 
of  the  personal  representative  of  the  annuitant  was  not 
barred  by  the  lapse  of  time,  although  it  was  admitted  that 
the  lex  fori  regulated  the  prescription  of  actions  which  did 
not  affect  realty  (fc).  Hall,  V.C.,  said,  "  There  is  no  corre- 
sponding statute  of  limitations  applicable  to  the  island  of 
Jamaica ;  and  these  annuitants  are,  in  my  judgment,  as 
much  entitled  to  recover  their  annuities  as  the  estate  itself, 
as  they  are  only  portions  of  the  estate/'  No  further  notice 
of  the  conflict  between  the  lex  fori  and  the  lex  siius  appears 
to  have  been  taken.  As  to  the  question  of  the  applicability 
of  the  lex  fori  to  cases  of  prescription  in  personal  actions, 
it  will  be  discussed  hereafter  when  treating  of  procedure ; 
but  it  may  here  be  mentioned  that  Westlake  regards  the 
conflict  as  still  open  for  decision,  while  Story  considers  it 
conclusively  settled  in  favour  of  the  26a;  fori  (e).  The 
question  of  the  applicability  of  local  laws  of  prescription 
and  limitation  to  real  or  immovable  property  appears  to 
arise  most  naturally  in  this  form.  It  is  conceded  that  a 
valid  tUJe  to  land  can  only  be  conferred  or  taken  away  by 
the  lex  rei  sitm  {d).    It  is  equally  indisputable  that  the 

(a)  PiU  V.  Lord  Daere,  L.  B.  3  Ch.  D.  295. 

(6)  Citing  Ruckmahoye  v.  Mottichund,  8  Moo.  P.  C.  4. 

(c)  Westlake,  §  252 ;  Story,  §§  576-581.  (d)  Ante,  p.  121. 
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manner  and  time  of  bringing  an  action,  apart  from  any  Part  II. 

question  of  title  to  land,  are  regulated  like  other  matters  ^'°^' 

of  procedure,  by  the  Ux  fori  (a).    The  title  to  land  can  of  Oap.  VI. 


course  be  only  directly  litigated  in  the  forwm  Mus^  but  in  prescription 
administering  and  enforcing  personal  equities,  it  may  often  ^  ^_^®^^ 
happen  that  it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire  into  the  title  governed  by 
to  foreign  land  in  an  English  Court  (5).  The  question  *^^  ^  «'«•• 
which  will  then  arise  is,  whether  the  local  law  of  prescript 
tion  or  limitation  has  either  conferred  or  taken  away  any 
title  to  the  foreign  land,  or  whether  it  has  merely  enacted 
a  rule  to  regulate  the  procedure  of  its  own  Courts,  which 
will  not  be  binding  upon  those  of  another  country  ?  In 
the  lai^  majority  of  cases,  such  laws  do  purport  either  to 
create  a  title  positively,  or  negatively  to  take  a  title  away 
by  preventing  its  assertion.  When  the  title  is  positively 
created  by  a  law  of  prescription,  it  is  tolerably  clear  that 
a  foreign  Court  cannot  be  justified  in  ignoring  it,  though 
its  own  laws  of  prescription  would  not  have  conferred  it 
under  the  same  circumstances.  The  matter  is  not  quite 
so  clear  when  the  local  law  of  limitation  merely  enacts 
that,  after  a  certain  lapse  of  time,  no  action  to  assert  title 
shall  be  brought.  A  law  which  prohibits  the  assertion  of 
title  does,  however,  practically  take  it  away,  and  vest  it 
in  some  one  else.  No  person  can  be  said  to  have  a  valid 
title  to  land  by  the  lex  rei  sitse  which  that  law  does  not 
permit  him  to  assert  in  its  own  courts.  When  a  law  takes 
away  a  remedy  altogether,  it  virtually  destroys  the  right 
to  which  such  remedy  is  attached.  To  abolish  a  remedy 
is  not  to  regulate  it ;  and  the  right  to  regulate  the  remedy 
is  all  that  the  lex  fori  can  reasonably  claim.  There  may 
conceivably  be  cases  where  a  law  of  limitation  is  so  framed 
as  to  apply,  and  to  be  intended  to  apply,  to  procedure 
alone ;  but  in  the  majority  of  instances  this  will  not  be 
so ;  and  subject  to  this  exception,  it  is  submitted  that  the 
provisions  of  the  lex  rei  eiise  as  to  the  period  of  limitation 
applicable  to  immovables  should  be  universally  followed. 
With  regard  to  the  liability  of  foreign  immovables  to 

(a)  Infra,  Chap.  X.  (ii.)  (b)  Ante,  p.  121,  sq. 

L 
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PabtII. 

Pbofbbtt. 

CapTvL 

Liability  of 
foreign  land 
to  debts  of 
owner. 


the  debtB  of  the  owner,  the  lex  sUus,  apart  firom  any 
consideration  of  an  equity  affecting  him,  is  alone  en« 
titled  to  be  heard*  In  HanriBon  ▼•  Harriean  (a),  on  appeal 
from  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  where  a  Scotch  heir  bad 
elected  to  take  Scotch  lands  by  descent  in  opposition  to 
an  English  will,  the  domidl  of  the  testator  being  Englisb, 
and  the  will  itself  being  in^bctnal  to  pass  real  estate  in 
Scotland,  it  was  decided  that  the  liability  of  the  Scotch 
real  estate  to  the  payment  of  debts,  as  between  the  heir 
and  the  pecuniary  legatees,  must  be  determined  by  the 
law  of  Scotland,  and  not  by  the  law  of  the  country  where 
the  estate  was  being  administered.  In  that  case  Lord 
Selbome  said,  **  The  doctrine  of  marshalling,  as  applied 
in  favour  of  legatees  against  heirs-at-law  taking  descended 
real  estates  in  England,  is  part  of  the  2eq$  hei  of  England 
affecting  those  real  estates,  and  no  question  of  conflict  of 
law  can  arise  under  those  circumstances.  It  is  a  wholly 
different  thing  when  persons,  who  have  an  interest  in  the 
personal  estate  only,  endeaTour  indirectly  to  establish  in 
their  own  favour,  or  for  their  own  relief,  a  burthen  upon 
real  estate  situate  in  another  country,  which,  by  the  law 
of  that  country,  would  not  be  administered  so  as  to  give 
them  what  they  ask.  ...  It  is  admitted,  as  I  understand, 
that  the  burthen  of  liability  to  debt,  so  far  as  relates  to 
real  estate,  can  only  be  created  by  the  lex  hei  ret  sUas; 
but  it  is  suggested  that  the  burthen  may  be  laid  on  real 
estate,  on  which  it  is  not  imposed  by  the  lex  loci  rei  site, 
by  an  indirect  equity  in  favour  of  the  legatees  ....  What 
is  that  equity?  There  is  no  fiduciary  relation.  What 
right  have  these  legatees,  upon  the  footing  of  personal 
equity,  to  say  that  the  heir  shall  not  enjoy  the  Scotch 
real  estate  as  the  law  of  Scotland  gives  it  to  him,  or  that 
any  burthen  shall  directly  or  indirectly  be  thrown  upon 
that  real  estate  in  their  favour,  which  would  not  be  im- 
posed by  the  law  of  Scotland  ?"  (b)      Similarly  it  was 

(o)  Harrison  v.  Harrisan,  li.  B.  8  Ch.  342 ;  Drummond  v.  Drumnwwwf, 
6  Bro.  P.  C.  601 ;  Elliott  v.  MirUo,  6  Madd.  16 ;  Carrm  Iron  Co.  v.  Mac- 
laretiy  5  H.  L.  C.  416. 

(h)  L.  R.  8  Ch.  348. 
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decided  in  an  old  case  that  the  qnestion  of  a  creditor's  Part  il 

lien  on  real  estate  was  to  be  determined  by  the  lea  ^^^'^"^' 

situs  (a).    It  may  be  added  that  a  heritable  Scotch  bond  Oaf.  yi. 


in  the  possession  of  an  English  testator  is  real  estate,  and  scotch  hent- 
descends  to  his  heir-at-law  (i),  being  regarded  as  an  *^'®  *^"<^ 
integral  part  of  the  Scotch  land  which  is  bonnd  by  it  to 
satisfy  the  debt*  Nor  does  the  fact  that  a  personal  obliga- 
tion is  inserted  in  such  bonds  alter  their  nature,  the 
personal  security  being  regarded  as  a  mere  adjunct  to  the 
heritable  security  (c).  The  case  is  dififerent  where  the  - 
heritable  bond  is  not  an  asset  in  the  possession  of  the 
testator  or  intestate,  but  a  bond  given  by  bim  to  some  one 
else,  and  remaining  after  his  death  as  a  debt  due  from  his 
estate,  as  well  as  a  charge  upon  the  Scotch  land  on  which 
it  was  given.  Thus  in  McuBweR  y.  MaesweU  (d),  where  an 
English  testator  charged  his  personal  residuary  estate  with 
payment  of  *^  all  his  just  debts,"  and  after  the  date  of  his 
will  borrowed  £>14,000  on  Scotch  lands,  for  which  he  gave 
a  heritable  bond,  it  was  held  that  the  expression  **  all  my 
just  debts  "  in  the  will,  interpreted  by  the  lex  dotnicilii  of 
the  testator,  included  the  charge  on  the  Scotch  land,  and 
that  the  residuary  personal  estate  was  liable  to  payment 
of  l^e  £14,000  in  exoneration  of  the  Scotch  realty.  The 
Scotch  heir,  who  took  by  intestacy  (the  will  not  affecting 
Scotch  lands)  was  therefore  not  put  to  his  election.  It 
will  be  seen  that  this  case,  though  from  one  point  of  view 
the  converse  of  JerningTiam  v.  Herhert  (e),  depends  in 
substance  upon  totally  different  principles.  That  case 
shews  that  a  heritable  bond  in-  the  possession  of  the  tes- 
tator, a  charge  on  somebody  else's  Scotch  land,  is  in  reality 
regarded  as  a  portion  of  that  land,  and  is  not  included  in  a 
bequest  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  like  other  choses  in 
action,  idthough  the  debt  which  it  secures  is  ciko  due  on  a 

(tt)  ScoU  V.  NethiU,  14  Yes.  438. 

(b)  Johnston  y.  Baker,  4  Madd.  474,  n. ;  Buodeueh  ?.  Hoare,  4  Hadd. 
467 ;  Allen  v.  Ariderson,  5  Hare,  163. 
(<j)  Jemingham  v.  Herbert,  4  Bubs.  388. 

(d)  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  601 ;  S.C.  sub  voe.  Maxioell  v.  Ilyslop,  L.  B.  4  Eq.  407. 

(e)  4  Ku88.  888. 

L  2 


148  FOREIGN  AND  DOMISTIO  LAW. 

VamJL     personal  bond.  Jfamj^v.Jfaan(^,onthe(X)ntrary,  deeided 
'^^^^^^'    that  where  the  testator  had  given  such  a  heritable  bond, 
Oip.  YL     charging  his  Scotch  land,  the  debt  secored  by  it  was 
within  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  **  all  my  just  debts,"  as 
used  in  his  will.  The  first  case  was  decided  on  the  ground 
that  the  lex  miua  must  decide  what  is  realty  and  what  is 
not,  and  what  is  sufficient  to  pass  it ;  the  second  on  the 
ground  that  the  leos  damieOii  must  be  called  in  to  interpret 
a  testator  s  intention. 
Bootoh  heiii-       It  has  just  been  said  that  the  fact  of  a  perscxial  obliga- 
effMtof  '^    tio^  being  inserted  in  a  Scotch  heritable  bond  does  not 
<)<>^^^^^       alter  its  nature^  but  that  it  descends  notwithstanding  to 
the  heir-at-law.    But  if  the  personal  obligation  be  con* 
tained  in  a  separate  instrument,  so  that  the  debt  due  to 
the  testator  was  secured  both  by  a  Scotch  heritable  bond 
charging  it  on  his  debtor's  land,  and  a  personal  security 
given  by  the  debtor,  the  personal  security  may  be  dis- 
posed of  by  a  will  in  the  form  of  the  domicil,  and  the  heir 
will  thus  lose  the  benefit  of  the  Scotch  heritable  bond,  as 
the  debt  secured  by  it  may  be  paid  to  the  executor  or 
legatee  under  the  will.  This  has  been  held  not  only  where 
the  personal  bonds  were  specifically  devised  by  the  will  (a), 
but  also  where  the  testator  had  devised  generally  to  bis 
executors  '*  all  his  moneys,  semriiiei  for  money,  chattels, 
and  other  personal  estate  "  (&).    The  principles  on  which 
these  decisions  should  be  distinguished  from  those  cases 
in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  Scotch  heritable  bond  is 
realty  to  which  the  Scotch  heir  is  entitled,  may  perhaps 
be  best  stated  in  this  way.    Where  a  heritable  bond  alone 
is  taken  by  the  testator  on  lending  his  m<mey,  he  is 
regarded  as  having  in  effect  laid  out  that  money  in  the 
purchase  of  Scotch  land.    But  where  he  takes  a  personal 
bond  as  well,  the  debt  due  to  him  is  regarded  as  still  a 
chose  in  action,  which  still,  therefore,  forms  part  of  his 
personal  estate. 

The  judgment  in  Cud  v.  Qoring^  delivered  by  Lord 

(a)  Btusdtwik  v.  Hoare,  4  Madd.  467. 

(b)  Cuit  y.  Gonng,  18  Beav.  883. 
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Bomil]yy  forms  a  oonyenient  sommary  of  the  previous  PibtIL 

cases  on  the  subject,  and  may  be  quoted  with  advantage.  ^'^^' 

**  This  is  a  case  in  which  the  determination  of  whioh  0^-  ^^ 


system  of  law  is  to  prevail  depends  less  upon  principle  Ckui  y.  Chr- 
than  upon  authority.  In  order,  therefore,  to  determine  ^' 
whether  the  Scotch  or  English  law  shall  prevail  in  this 
ease,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  the  authorities  affecting 
cases  of  this  description,  which  I  will  do  in  their  order. 
The  first  I  think  necessary  to  mention  is  Bradia  y.  Barry^ 
2  Yes.  ft  B.  36.  It  is  very  distinguishable  from  this  case. 
There  the  testator  had  by  his  will  purported  to  dispose  of 
his  Scotch  real  estate,  but  the  will  not  being  in  conformity 
with  the  solemnities  required  by  the  Scotch  law,  was  in- 
operative for  this  purpose.  The  question  then  was  whether 
this  raised  a  question  of  election  against  the  Scotch  heir, 
who  was  a  legatee  under  the  will.  Sir  W.  Grant  held 
that  this  was  analogous  to  the  case  of  a  will  purporting  to 
dkpose  of  copyholds  not  surrendered  to  the  use  of  the 
will,  and  that  therefore,  as  the  will,  in  the  case  of  copy* 
holds,  could  be  rectd  against  the  customary  heir,  so  also, 
in  that  case,  the  will  could  be  read  against  the  heir  of  the 
Scotch  estates :  the  effect  of  which  was,  that  he  was  put 
to  his  election.  No  contest  arose  between  English  and 
Scotch  securities  for  the  same  debt  There  was  in  that 
case  no  question  but  that  the  will  did  not  affect  the  debt, 
or  any  instrument  affecting  to  secure  it. 

<^  The  next  case  is  that  of  Johnstone  v.  Bakery  4  Madd. 
474,  n.  That  also  was  a  case  where  the  heritable  bond 
was  the  only  security  given,  which  bond  did  not  pass  by 
the  will  of  the  testator,  and  which  is,  therefore,  distin- 
guishable  from  the  present  case. 

**  The  DudiesB  ofBuodeueh  v.Hoare  (4  Madd.  467),  before 
Sir  John  Leach,  did  raise  a  question  between  English  and 
Scotch  instruments  given  to  secure  the  same  debt.  In  that 
ease  the  testator  had  advanced  sums  of  money  to  the  Duke 
of  Buccleuch  and  the  Duke  of  Montague,  on  two  several 
occasions,  which  sums  were  secured  by  two  Scotch  heri- 
table bonds  and  by  two  ordinary  English  money  bonds. 
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Pabv  n.     The  testator,  by  his  will,  reciting  that  he  was  poesessed  of 

Pbowmt.    ^^  j^^  jg  ^  ohligatioD8»  of  the  Dakes  of  Bucoleooh  and 

Oap.  VI;     Montague,  bequeathed  them  to  his  executors,  upon  certaiii 

ttusts  speoified  in  the  will*    The  Court  held  that  the  will 

passed  the  debt,  and  that  the  heir  was  a  trustee  for  the 

legatee. 

"*  In  Jernmgham  ▼.  Eerl^rt  (4  Buss.  888),  before  Sir  John 
Leaeh,  no  contest  arose  between  English  and  Sooteh  securi- 
ties. That  was  the  case  of  a  Scotoh  heritable  bond  given  to 
secure  a  debt,  which,  although  it  also  contained  a  personal 
obligation  to  pay  the  debt>  as  a  part  of  the  same  in6tm<- 
ment,  wae  held  not  to  pass  by  a  will  vrhich  affected 
English  property  <mly.  It  does  not  ther^re,  as  it  appears 
to  me,  govern  this  question. 

"Atten  ▼•  Ancl0r9on  (5  Hare,  163),  before  Sir  James 
Wigram,  was  the  case  of  a  testator  who  at  the  time  of 
making  his  will  was  a  creditor  for  a  large  sum  of  money, 
apparently  not  secured  by  any  instrument  whatever.  Sub- 
sequently to  the  date  of  his  will,  a  Scotch  heritable  bond 
was  given  to  secure  this  debt,  which  bond  was  not  affected 
by  the  will.  The  Court  held,  that  the  heir  was  not  a  trustee 
for  the  legatees  under  the  will,  and  that  he  was  not  put  to  his 
election.  That  case  also  is  very  distinguishable  from  the 
present.  It  seems  to  me  to  have  been  analogous  to  the 
simple  case  of  a  testator  laying  out  money  in  the  purchase 
of  land  subsequently  to  the  date  of  bis  will.  The  testator 
took  a  heritable  bond  as  a  security  for  the  debt,  which 
heritable  bond  did  not  pass  by  the  wilL  If  he  had  taken 
real  estates  in  England,  in  exchange  for  the  debt,  it  would 
not  have  passed  by  the  will,  and  would  in  that  case  have 
been  in  all  respects  analogous  to  the  case  which  actually 
occurred;  and  in  the  case  last  supposed,  it  is  obvious 
that,  according  to  the  principle  of  English  law^  the  heir 
could  not  have  be^i  put  to  his  election. 

^^In  Drvmmand  v.  Drummond  (Boberts.  on  Personal 
Security,  p.  209),  before  the  House  of  Lords,  and  com- 
mented upon  by  Sir  W.  Grant  in  Brodde  v.  Barry,  there 
was  no  contest  between  securities.     The  contest  was. 
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whether  the  EsgliBh  peonooal  estates  or  the  Sootch  real     Pabo*  il 

estates,  should  be  applied  to  discharge  a  heritable  bond       

granted  by  the  testatcMr  on  his  Scotch  estates;  and  it  ^^' ^^ 
was  there  held,  that  the  Scotch  law  was  to  goyern  the 
qneBtion,  inasmnoh  as  the  rights  of  a  person  to  real 
property  most  depend  upon  the  law  of  the  country  where 
it  was  situated;  and  consequently,  that  the  person  who 
took  the  Scotch  real  estate  must  take  it  with  the  burthen 
upon  it,  that  estate  being  by  the  Scotch  law  the  primary 
fund  for  the  payment  of  the  bond  •  •  .  •  The  only  dis« 
tinction  between  Bucelewh  y.  Hoare  and  the  present  case 
rests  on  this,  that  there  the  testator  had,  by  his  will, 
specifically  bequeathed  the  English  securities  for  the 
debt.  In  this  case  the  testator  has  not  specified  the 
securitLes,  but  he  has  disposed  of  his  peisonal  property  in 
gdueral  terms.  The  description,  howeyer,  of  the  property 
bequeathed,  contains  the  words  '^ securities  for  money'' 
which  obyiously  includes  the  bond  in  question.  But  I 
think  that  this  specific  mention  is  not  essential  to  the  case. 
The  English  bond  was  the  primary  security  for  the  debt ; 
it  was  never  cancelled;  and  it  was  not  merged  in  or 
extinguished  by  the  Scotch  bond,  which  was  given  as  an 
additional  security  "  (a). 

SUMMARY. 

(if.)  VATUBE  AITD  IHOIDEKTS  OF  BBAL  OB  IMMOVABLE 

PROPBBTY. 

The  lex  rei  aiim  is  entitled  to  determine  what  is,  and  p.  139. 
what  is  not,  real  or  immovable  property. 

The  lex  rei  sUse  may  accordingly  impress  the  character 
of  personalty  upon  the  res  sita  for  its  own  purposes  (as  for 
the  payment  of  legacy  duty),  without  abandoning  its  PP- 1^*  ^^i- 
claim  to  regard  the  8ame  res  sita  as  realty  or  immovable 
property  for  the  purposes  of  international  law.  The  lex 
rei  sUm^  in  calling  the  res  sita  personalty,  does  not  thereby 

(a)  Oust  V.  Goring,  18  Bcav.  88S. 
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PABrg.     convert  it  into  movable  personalty.    HoyableB  and  per- 

*    sonalty  are  not  equivalent  tenns. 

^^'^^  The  lex  ret  eUm  will  generally  prevail  as  to  qaestions  of 
limitation  and  prescription  in  their  application  to  real  or 
immovable  property,  inasmuch  as  these  natorally  arise 
pp.  142-145.  only  in  the  forum  ret  eitas.  There  is  some  aathority  for 
saying  that  the  lex  rei  Mm  will  also  prevail  when  such 
questions  arise  in  a  foreign  ooart ;  but  among  jorists  there 
is  some  conflict  of  opinion  on  the  point,  the  lex  fori  assert* 
ing  its  claim  to  deal  with  the  matter  as  pertaining  to  the 
remedy. 

The  lex  rei  eiim  will  determine  the  liability  of  real  or 
immovable  property  for  the  debts  of  its  deceased  owner, 
pp.  146-151.  testate  or  intestate,  and  the  obligation  of  the  heir  in  r»* 
spect  of  those  debts.  But  this  principle  may  be  modified, 
(L)  by  the  rule  that  the  construction  of  a  will  depends 
upon  the  law  of  the  domidl  of  the  deceased ;  (ii.)  by  a 
personal  equity  affecting  the  heir. 

(iii.)  Tramfer  of  Immovahle  Property  inier  vivos. 

Cap«city;for  It  is  firmly  established,  that  both  as  regards  the  ca- 
pacity of  transferring,  and  the  necessary  forms  to  effect 
the  transfer,  of  land,  the  lex  aUw  is  alone  competent  to 
speak  (a).  As  regards  the  question  of  capacity,  there  is 
a  dearth  of  English  decisions,  and  Mr.  Westlake  (Priv. 
Int.  Law,  §  89)  shews  an  inclination  to  refer  it,  even  with 
respect  to  the  transfer  of  realty,  to  the  lex  domicilii  of  the 
person,  rather  than  to  the  lex  situs.  It  has,  however, 
been  already  pointed  out  (p.  81)  that  the  English  law 
regards  the  law  of  the  place  where  an  act  is  done,  or  a 
contract  entered  into,  as  the  proper  one  to  decide  all  ques- 
tions of  minority  or  majority,  capacity  or  incapacity  Q>). 
And  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  the  fact  of  an  English- 
man being  domiciled  in  Prussia,  where  majority  is  not 
attained  until  the  age  of  twenty-five,  would  be  sufficient 
to  invalidate  a  conveyance  by  him  of  English  land  made 

(a)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  430»  436  a ;  see  the  cases  cited,  t&.  428,  n.  3. 
(6)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  103. 
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whan  he  was  twenty-foar.    This  is,  however,  a  proposition     Past  n. 
for  which  numerous  jurists,  who  advocate  ihe  claims  of  '  ^"'^^* 
the  domiciliary  law,  are  prepared  to  contend  (a) ;  but  the     ^^p-  ^- 
language  of  Abbott,  C  J.,  in  Biriwhislle  v.  VardiU  Q)\  may 
be  quoted  to  shew  how  untenable  it  must  be  considered. 
'^  The  rule  as  to  the  law  of  the  domicil  has  never  been 
extended  to  real  property  .  •  •  .  Is  there  any  authority 
Uiat  the  law  of  England,  as  to  any  lands  in  England,  is  to 
adopt  the  law  of  a  foreign  country  ?"  (e) 

As  to  the  formalities  required  to  make  a  valid  transfer,  Formalities 
there  is  a  greater  abundance  of  decisions.  Transfer  irUer  °'  *™°^^®'- 
vivos  of  real  estate,  by  English  law,  must  be  governed,  as 
to  the  formalities  which  accompany  it,  by  the  lex  rei  tiUe 
alone  {d).  In  Bohinson  v.  Bh/nd  (e)  Lord  Mansfield 
said :  **  In  every  disposition  or  contract  where  the  subject- 
matter  relates  locally  to  England,  the  law  of  England 
must  govern,  and  must  have  been  intended  to  govern. 
Thus  ...  as  to  conveyances  or  wills  of  land,  the  local 
naiure  of  the  thinff  requires  them  to  he  carried  into  exeouiion 
aeeordmg  to  the  laiw  here,"  Waterhouae  v.  8tansfidd  (/) 
was  a  case  where  the  effect  of  the  law  in  Demerara  was 
considered  as  to  land  there  situate,  purporting  to  restrain 
the  alienation  by  a  debtor  of  any  immovable  property 
without  the  assent  of  his  debtors,  express  or  implied,  and 
without  certain  prescribed  forms,  intended  to  secure  this 
object ;  and  it  was  held  that  such  a  law  must  prevail  to 
exclude  the  claim  of  an  English  assignee  of  the  equitable 
interest  in  such  land*  Tamer,  Y.O.,  said:  ''When  the 
law  of  a  foreign  country  places  a  restraint  upon  the 
alienation  of  the  property  of  a  debtor  situate  in  such 
country,  an  equity  arising  here  on  a  contract  entered  into 
in  respect  of  such  property  cannot  be  enforced  against 
the  lex  loci  rei  eitieJ' 

The  restraint  spoken  of  in  the  case  last  cited  was,  as  Bestiaints  on 

truisfer. 
(a)  See  Story.  Conflict  of  Laws,  432  8q.j  51  sq. 
(6)  5  B.  &  Cf.  451. 

(c)  Ab  to  the  reoent  alteration  in  the  law  regarding  the  capacity  of 
aliens,  see  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  14,  ante^  p.  3. 

(d)  2  Dwarris  on  Stat.  648;  Warrender  v.  Warrender,  9  Bligh.  127. 

(e)  2  Burr.  1079.  (/)  10  Hare,  254. 
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Pabt  il     has  been  said,  only  mnditlonaly  depending  upon  the  n^ec* 
*    or  employment  of  the  forms  jweseribed  by  the  Ux  mius. 

^^'^^  It  is  to  be  observed,  howeyer,  that  all  restraints  imposed 
by  tbat  law,  which  determines  generally  the  effeet  and 
operation  of  any  attempt  at  the  transfer  of  realty^  are  to 
be  accepted  as  binding;  and  that  soch  restraints  only 
bind  witiiin  the  territorial  limits  of  the  anthority  whioh 
imposed  them.  Thus  the  Ebglidi  Statate  of  Mortmain 
does  not  apply  to  land  within  the  colonies,  which  was 
decided  in  Whicker  t.  Hume  (a),  npon  the  anthority  of 
Sir  W.  Grant  in  Attorney^QeMTol  v.  Stewart  (ft),  tbongb 
the  case  turned  more  npon  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
and  the  policy  of  the  law  of  mortmain  generally,  than 
upon  the  strictness  of  the  theory  of  the  intra-territorial 
operation  of  all  laws  regnlating  the  disposition  of  im- 
movables. Nor  do  they  apply  to  land  in  Sootland ;  but 
where  a  will  was  made  in  England  and  aeoording  to 
English  form  by  a  domiciled  Scotchman,  bequeathing 
money  to  trustees  to  purduue  lands  (without  saying 
where),  and  pay  oyer  the  rents  for  charitable  purposes  to 
persons  resident  in  Scotland,  the  bequest  was  held  void 
under  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  there  being  nothing  in 
the  words  to  shew  that  a  purchase  of  anything  but  English 
lands  was  contemplated  (o). 

In  Benaud  y.  Tauranffeau  {d)  the  effect  of  an  attempt 
at  restriction  of  all  alienation  for  twenty  years,  by  a 
Canadian  testator,  was  discussed  with  reference  to  Gana- 
dian  land;  and  though  it  was  su^ested  in  argument, 
by  way  of  analogy,  that  such  a  restriction  would  be  bad 
by  English  law,  even  if  there  had  been  a  gift  oyer,  it  was 
assumed  throughout  tbat  the  real  question  was,  whether 
such  a  restraint  on  the  alienation  of  Canadian  land  was 
bad  or  good  by  the  law  of  Canada.  It  is  true  that  Lord 
Bomilly  said  in  his  judgment  that  it  would  be  invalid,  not 
only  by  the  old  French  law,  prevailing  in  Lower  Canada, 

'    (o)  7  H.  L.  C.  124.  (6)  2  Meriv.  143. 

(c)  AUorneifGcTieral  v.  MiU,  3  Bubs.  328 ;  Curtis  v.  Ilutton,  14  Ves.  537. 

(d)  L.  R.  2  P.  0.  4. 
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but  bj  the  general  principles  of  jurispradenoe ;  bnt  it  is     pabt  ii« 

plain  that  all  that  was  meant  by  this  latter  expiesaioin        

was  to  signify  those  rales  of  public  polioy  which  must  be     ^^'  ^^ 
taken  as  part  of  the  oommon  law  in  every  part  g£  the 
British  Empire. 

SUMMARY. 
(iii)  TBSRBVSR  OF  IMSCOYABLS  PBOPJERTY  IKTfiB  YIYOS. 

The  lex  siiiis  determines  all  questions  relating  to  the  p»  152. 
transfer  of  real  estate. 

Thus  (inter  alia),  it  determines  the  capacity  of  the 
parties  to'  the  transfer. 

[There  is,  however,  little  direct  authority  on  this  point, 
and  jurists  shew  a  tendency  to  decide  capacity  on  this,  as 
on  all  other  matters,  by  the  lex  domicilii.] 

The  formalities  of  the  trsmsfer,  and  the  restrictions  on  pp.  153, 154. 
the  freedom  of  alienatioD,  are  similarly  decided  by  the 
same  law. 

• 

(iv.)  Succession  to  Immovahle  Property  by  WiU. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  state  that  the  principle  that  FormaiitieB 
conveyances  inter  vivos  of  realty  must  comply  with  the  j^mmo^ables. 
formalities  required  by  the  lex  situs^  applies  d  fortiori  to 
all  alienations  of  real  property  by  will  (a).  But  a  will, 
though  executed  so  as  not  to  pass  real  estate,  may  be  read 
for  the  purpose  of  discovering  in  it  an  implied  condition 
respecting  real  estate,  annexed  to  a  gift  of  personal  pro- 
perty, and  thus  in  Brodie  v.  Barry  (b),  a  Scotch  heir-at- 
law»  who  was  entitled  to  personal  property  under  a  will 
made  in  English  form,  was  put  to  his  election.  Exactly 
the  reverse  case  occurred  in  Dundas  v.  JDumdas  (c),  where 
the  heir-at-law  of  real  estate  in  England,  which  the  testa- 
tor had  attempted  to  devise  by  a  will  in  Scotch  form,  im- 

(o)  Coppin  Y.  (hppin,  2  P.  Wms.  291;  CuHis  v.  Button,  14  Vos.  537; 
Bovey  v.  Smith,  I  Vera.  S5  ;  Drummorid  v.  Drummond,  3  Bro.  P.  O.  Tbml. 
601. 

(6)  2  Vo».  &  B.  127.  (c)  2  Dow  &  CI.  »49. 


156  FOBEIGlf  AND  DOKESTIO  LAW, 

Part  IL     perfect  to  cairy  oat  tbe  intention,  was  put  to  his  approbite 

*    or  reprobate  of  the  will  aa  it  stood.   Where  the  heir-at»law. 

Cap.  VL  i^  sach.  a  case,  elects  to  take  by  inheritance  in  opposition 
to  the  willy  it  has  been  already  shewn  that  no  personal 
equity  attaches  to  him,  by  which  the  foreign  realty  can 
be  affected  by  the  law  of  the  English  Court  as  to  mar- 
shalling in  favour  of  legatees  (a),  the  mere  fact  that  he  is 
before  the  Court  as  a  party  to  the  suit  not  warranting  any 
interference,  as  to  the  foreign  real  estate,  with  the  lex  loci 
Equities  ret  sUsB.  Such  an  equity  results,  however,  from  the  ex- 
oH^^WMe^T  pressed  intention  of  the  testator,  according  to  the  inter- 
pretation of  his  will  by  the  domiciliary  law  (h),  and 
therefore  though  the  English  will  of  a  domiciled  English- 
man may  not  be  available  to  devise  Scotch  land,  yet  the 
heir  to  whom  it  would  go  on  intestacy  cannot  share  in 
other  benefits  under  the  will,  if  he  defeat  the  intention  of 
the  testator  as  to  the  land  by  taking  advantage  of  the  in- 
validity of  the  will  to  pass  it  to  the  devisee.  In  such 
Foreign  heir  a  case,  therefore,  he  is  put  to  his  election ;  but  the  inten- 
to  h^  deSioii,  *^^^  ^^  ^^®  testator  to  pass  the  foreign  land  by  his  will 
must  clearly  appear,  and  it  has  been  held  that  general 
expremone  will  not,  as  a  rule,  be  sufficient  to  shew  that 
intention  (c).  Greneral  words  of  description  will  be  intended 
to  apply  to  such  property  only  as  would  by  its  nature  pass 
by  the  will,  and  to  the  uses  therein  expressed  ({{).  Or,  as 
Lord  Cranworth  expressed  it  in  a  more  modem  case  («), 
the  designation  of  the  subject  intended  to  be  affected  by 
the  instrument  in  general  words  imports  primd  facie  that 
property  only  upon  which  the  instrument  is  capable  of 
operating.  To  affect  foreign  land  indirectly  by  a  will  not 
executed  according  to  the  lex  eOm,  by  putting  the  heir  to 
his  election,  the  foreign  property  must  be  either  specific- 
ally devised,  as  in  Brodie  v.  Barry  (/),  or  there  must  be 

(o)  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  L.  R.  8  Oh.  342. 
(6)  Maxwell  v.  MaxweU,  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  501. 

(e)  Johnson  v.  Telfourd,  1  Buss.  &  My.  254 ;  Allen  v.  Anderson^  5  Hare, 
163. 
(d)  Per  Sir  J.  Leaoh  in  Johnson  v.  Telfourd. 
(c)  Maxioell  v.  Maxwell,  2  De  G.  M.  &  G.  705. 
(/)  2  Vos.  &  B.  131. 
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at  any  rate  words  from  which  the  intention  to  act  on  it     Pabt  il 

can  be  nneqniyocally  gathered.     These  principles  have        

been  f ally  recognised  in  the  later  cases,  an  heir  of  foreign  Cap.  VL 
immovables  being  put  to  his  election  by  a  will  not  in  itself 
operating  upon  them^  only  where  there  was  a  personal 
equity  affecting  him  with  reference  to  them,  arising  from 
the  expressed  intention  of  the  testator  or  in  any  other 
manner.  Thns,  in  Dewar  v.  Maitland  (a),  a  will  devised 
lands  in  England  to  the  testator's  son  and  heir  for  life, 
remainder  to  trustees,  .and  also  lands  in  St.  Kitts  to  the 
same  trustees  upon  trust  to  sell  and  invest  the  proceeds 
in  lands  in  England,  to  hold  on  the  same  trusts.  The  will 
was  executed  according  to  the  English  law  only,  and  did 
not  operate  so  as  to  pass  the  land  in  St  Kitts,  bnt  the 
heir-at-law  having  received  the  rents  of  the  St.  Kitt's 
estates  during  his  life,  his  in&nt  heir  was  held  bound 
by  such  election  after  his  death,  so  as  to  be  debarred  from 
setting  up  his  title  as  heir  of  the  lands  in  question  against 
the  title  of  the  trustees,  who  had  contracted  to  sell  the 
property  to  a  stranger.  So  in  OrreU  v.  OrreU  (J),  where  a 
testator  devised  **  all  the  residue  of  my  real  estate  situate 
in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  or  elsewhere,"  having 
real  estate  in  Scotland  as  well  as  England,  the  heir-at-law 
taking  the  Scotch  lands  was  put  to  his  election,  it  being 
held  that  the  testator  had  su£Sciently  indicated  his  inten- 
tion to  dispose  of  his  real  estate  in  Scotland  as  far  as 
he  was  able  to  do  so ;  notwithstanding  the  general  rule 
tbat^  without  clear  evidence  of  intention,  a  testator  will 
be  supposed  only  to  be  dealing  with  what  he  can  dispose 
of  by  the  instrument  whose  construction  is  in  question. 
Except,  however,  so  far  as  it  is  affected  by  such  a  personal 
equity  as  that  involved  in  the  doctrine  of  election,  a 
will  of  foreign  realty  must  comply  strictly  with  the  lex 
loci  ret  wUb^  and  with  that  law  alone ;  and  it  was  decided 
long  ago  (c)  that  the  English  Court  of  Chancery  would 
not  direct  an  issue  to  try  the  validity  of  a  will  of  lands  in 

(a)  L.  B.  2  Eq.  834.  (6)  L.  R.  6  Ch.  802. 

(c)  Pike  V.  Eoare,  2  Ed.  182. 


168  FOBBION  AKD  DOMESTIO  LAW. 

Pakt  il  one  of  the  ooloniesy  which  have  distinct  local  laws  of  tiieir 
^J^^'  own.  And  it  has  been  decided  that  the  provisions  of  20  & 
Cap.  vl  21  Vict.  c.  77,  which  authorize  the  citing  of  the  heir-at- 
law  or  persons  interested  in  the  real  estate,  when  conten- 
tious proceedings  arise  as  to  the  Talidity  of  a  will,  and  by 
which  the  probate  of  a  will  granted  aft^snch  litigation  is 
to  enure  to  the  benefit  of  all  persons  interested  in  the  real 
estate  affected  by  the  will,. are  not  applicable  to  wills 
which  in  whole  or  in  part  have  not  been  executed  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  Wills  Act  (1  Yict.  c  26)  (a).  These 
statutory  provisions  cannot  be  employed,  therefore,  when 
the  testator  was  not  domiciled  in  England,  and  his  will 
was  executed  so  as  only  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
law  of  his  domicil,  in  order  to  bind  indirectly  immovaUe 
property  in  England  by  a  will  not  executed  in  accordance 
with  the  lex  si^us.  The  construction,  however,  of  wills  is 
in  all  cases  a  matter  for  the  law  of  the  domicil  alone,  even 
when  the  destination  of  immovables  situate  in  some 
country  other  than  that  of  the  domicil  is  affected  by  it  (b). 


SUMMARY. 
(iv.)   SUCCESSION  TO  IMMOVABLE  PROPERTY  BY  WILL. 

p.  155.  The  hx  sUuB  decides  the  capacity  of  the  testator  to 

devise  immovable  estate  (see,  however,  the  qualification 
of  the  rule  just  stated  as  to  the  capacity  to  transfer 
inter  mvo»),  the  formalities  of  the  testamentary  instru- 
ment, and  its  operation  upon  the  land  which  it  affects  to 
devise. 

pp.  155, 156.  But  where  a  testator  intends  and  attempts  to  devise 
immovable  estate  by  a  will  not  effectual  to  do  so  by  the 
le»  eihLs,  the  heir  of  the  immovable  estate  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  take  a  bequest  of  movable  personal  estate  under 
the  will,  and  to  defeat  the  same  will  as  to  the  land.    In 

(a)  Campbell  v.  Lucyy  L.  B.  2  P.  &  D.  209. 

(&)  TroUer  v.   Trotter.  4  Bligh,  N.  S.  502 ;   S.C.  3  Wila.   &  S.  407  ; 
Enohin  v.  Wylie,  10  H.  L.  C.  1. 
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snch  a  case,  he  will  be  put  to  his  election  whether  he  mB.     Part  il 
accept  the  will  for  all  purposes  or  for  none.  

The  liability  of  his  foreign  immovable  estate  to  the     CkP.  YL 
personal  debts  of  the  testator  depends  upon  the  lex  dtas  p.  isa. 
alone,  where  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to 
interfere  with  that  law  appears;   and  the  law  of  his 
domicil  cannot  impose  any  burden  upon  such  foreign 
immovable  estate  from  which  by  its  own  law  it  is  exempt. 

The  intention  of  the  testator  to  devise  or  burden  foreign 
land  by  a  will  insufiBcient  by  the  les&  aUu9  to  do  so,  must,  P-  ^^G, 
in  order  to  impose  a  personal  equity  on  the  heir,  be  un- 
equivocally expressed.  General  words,  which  might  be 
satisfied  by  a  different  interpretation,  will  not  be  construed 
as  evidence  of  such  an  intention. 

The  construction  of  wills,  even  when  foreign  land  may  p.  158. 
be  indirectly  affected  by  it,  is  for  the  law  of  the  testator's 
domicil  alone. 


Hitherto  the  transfer  of  immovable  property  in  accord- 
ance with  the  wish  of  its  owner,  expressed  either  in  a  con- 
veyance inter  vivos,  or  by  a  testamentary  disposition,  has 
been  spoken  of.  Land,  however,  changes  owners  under 
certain  circumstances  without  any  expressed  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  owner,  by  the  mere  operation  of  law.  It 
will  be  necessary  to  consider  what  law  operates,  and  how 
far  it  excludes  all  others,  in  the  alienation  of  land  either 
(v.)  by  succession  on  intestacy,  or  (vi.)  by  assignment  on 
bankruptcy,  or  (vii.)  by  operation  of  marriage. 

(v.)  Succession  to  Immovable  Property  on  Intestaey, — It  inheritance  of 
has  already  been  stated,  in  treating  of  the  question  of  i°^o^^^«8- 
legitimacy,  that  the  English  law  requires  an  heir  to 
English  land  to  be  legitimate  by  the  law  of  the  sUus  as 
well  as  by  that  of  his  domicil  (a).  Not  only  is  this  ques- 
tion to  be  decided  by  the  former  law,  but  the  destiuation 
of  the  property  is  determined  in  all  other  respects  by  it  (6). 

(a)  Doe  c1.  BirtwhUtle  y.  VardiU^  7  01.  &  F.  895 ;  and  see  supra,  p.  39. 
(6)  Jnrman  on  Wills,  p.  2. 
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Pabt  IL     The  question  in  BirtwIUsUe  v.  VardiUy  before  which  deci- 

*    sion  the  law  on  this  point  can  hardly  be  regarded  as 

0^^-'^^  settled,  was  whether  a  child  born  in  Scotland,  of  parents 
Legitimacy  of  domiciled  there,  before  their  marriage,  being  admittedly 
inheritow.  legitimate  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  was  legitimate  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  English  lands  by  inheritance ;  and  after 
two  arguments  before  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  solemnly 
decided  that  he  was  not,  since  an  heir  must  be,  in  Lord 
Coke's  words,  **  ex  jwHs  nupUis  ptoereaiua ;  fMm  heres 
legiiimuB  est  quern  nuptim  demanstrant'*  It  has  been 
already  pointed  out  that  this  decision  was  arrived  at  in 
opposition  to  the  opinion  of  Lord  Brougham,  and  that  it 
is  in  conflict  with  the  view  taken  on  the  question  of  legi- 
timacy by  the  jurists  of  almost  all  other  nations ;  but  the 
general  rule,  that  the  succession  to  real  estate  is  governed 
in  all  respects  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sUas,  is  established  by  it 
for  all  practical  purpose&  In  the  words  of  Wheaton 
(Elements  of  lutemational  Law,  §  80),  the  *'  law  of  the 
place  where  real  property  is  situate  governs  exclusively  as 
to  the  tenure,  the  title,  and  the  descent  of  suoh  property," 
while  the  English  law  alone,  when  it  speaks  as  the  lex  situs, 
demands  that  the  heir  should  be  legitimate  by  the  law  of 
his  domicil  as  well.  Thus,  as  has  been  already  mentioned, 
a  heritable  Scotch  bond  in  the  possession  of  an  English 
testator  is  real  estate,  and  in  the  absence  of  a  will  effectaal 
to  pass  Scotch  realty,  descends  to  his  heir-at-law  (a). 
And  where  a  Scotch  heir  elected  to  take  Scotch  realty  by 
descent  in  opposition  to  an  English  will,  it  was  held  by 
Lord  Selbome  that  the  doctrine  of  marshalling  did  not 
apply,  and  that  the  incidents  of  the  succession  to  the 
Scotch  realty  were  governed  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sUse 
alone  (l).  In  the  case  last  cited,  Lord  Selborne  says, 
'*In  our  judgment  all  questions  as  to  the  burdens  and 
liabilities  of  real  estate  situate  in  a  foreign  country,  in  the 
absence  of  any  trust  or  personal  contract  (which  might 

(a)  Bucdeuch  v.  Uoare,  4  Madd.  467;  Johnstone  y.  Baiter,  4  Modd. 
474,  n. ;  Jemingham  v.  Herbert,  4  Rubs.  SSJB. 

(b)  Ilarruon  v.  Harrimn,  L.  K.  8  Ch.  342,  346. 
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make  a  difference),  depend  simply  npon  the  law  of  the  PabtIL 

ooantry  where  the  real  estate  existfi."    So  where  the  heir  J^"' 

of  a  Scotch  .estate  filed  a  bill  in  England  to  have  his  ^^*  VI. 


estate  exonerated  from  a  heritable  bond  hj  the  applica-  Equitiee 
tion  of  personal  estate  in  England,  Sir  J.  Leach  held  that  ^^^s  ^^' 
the  question  whether  he  had  an  equity  to  be  exonerated 
was  to  be  determined  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sUsb,  and  not  by 
the  law  of  the  country  where  the  personal  estate  happened 
locally  to  be  (a).  Almost  exactly  the  same  question  had 
previously  arisen  in  Drwnmond  ▼•  Drummond  (b) ;  but  it 
appeared  there  that  the  intestate  had  been  domiciled  in 
England  at  the  time  of  his  death,  which  was  not  stated  to 
haye  been  the  case  in  Elliott  v.  Minto,  The  decision 
there  also  was  in  favour  of  the  lex  lod  rei  eitm.  In  another 
case,  cited  by  Sir  W.  Grant  at  the  same  time  as  Drummond 
V.  Drummond,  the  Scotch  heir  was  also  one  of  the  next  of 
kin,  and  claimed  his  share  in  the  personalty  of  the  intes- 
tate, who  had  died  domiciled  in  England.  By  the  Scotch 
law,  he  was  not  entitled  to  do  so  except  on  condition  of 
collating  or  bringing  into  hotchpot  the  real  estate,  so  as 
to  form  one  common  subject  of  division ;  but  it  was  held 
that  the  English  law  was  to  be  followed,  and  that  he  was 
entitled  to  share  in  the  personalty  without  fulfilling  this 
condition  (e).  The  real  analogy  between  this  case  and 
that  of  Drummond  v.  Drummond  is  perhaps  not  very  close, 
but  it  appears  correct  enough  to  say  that  the  conditions  on 
which  a  man  is  to  share  in  personalty  must  be  prescribed 
by  the  law  of  the  intestate's  domicil  alone  (d).  In  Drum- 
mond v.  Drummond  the  question  was  not  as  to  the  condi- 
tions under  which  the  next  of  kin,  who  happened  to  be 
also  the  heir  to  the  Scotch  estate,  was  to  take  the  English 
personalty  (as  in  Balfour  v.  Seott) ;  bat  as  to  the  right  of 
the  heir  to  the  Scotch  estate,  in  that  character,  to  have 
his  estate  exonerated  from  debts  to  which  it  alone  was 
liable  by  Scotch  law.    Upon  the  general  principle  ex- 

(a)  EUioU  v.  Minto,  6  Madd.  16. 

(b)  Cited  in  Brodie  t.  Barry,  2  Yes.  &  B.  131. 

(c)  Balfour  v.  8coit,  6  Bio.  P.  C.  550;  5  Vea.  750;  S.O.  in  Brodie  v. 
Barry,  2  Ves.  &  B.  131.  (d)  Infra,  Chap.  VU.  (ui.) 
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Pabt  il  pressed  iu  the  dictum  of  Lord  Selborne,  just  cited,  that  all 
"     '    questions  as  to  the  burdens  and  liabilities  of  real  estate 

Cap.  YL  situate  in  a  foreign  country  are  to  be  referred  to  the  law 
Foreign  land  of  the  country  where  the  real  estate  is  situate  (a),  there 
not  Wened  ^^  fee  no  doubt  that  the  decisions  in  MioU  v.  MirUo  and 

except  by  the 

Ux9itw.  Drummond  v.  JDrummand  were  right.  The  latter  case 
was  indeed  cited  with  approval  by  Lord  Hatherley,  in  a 
case  which  went  comparatively  recently  before  the  House 
of  Lords  (b).  In  Maxwell  v.  MaxweU,  a  domiciled  English- 
man^  by  a  testamentary  disposition  in  the  Scotch  form, 
gave  certain  real  estate  in  Scotland,  and  by  a  subsequent 
will  in  the  English  form,  after  declaring  that  the  trusts  of 
his  present  will  should  not  affect  the  Scotch  estate,  nor 
put  to  his  election  any  person  who  should  claim  under 
both  instruments,  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate  upon  trusts 
for  sale  and  payment  of  '^  all  his  just  debts  *'  and  legacies. 
He  subsequently  charged  the  Scotch  estate  with  a  debt  of 
£14,000,  by  means  of  a  Scotch  heritable  bond,  and  pur- 
chased other  real  estate  in  Scotland,  which  passed  by  in- 
testacy to  his  heir.  It  was  held,  first,  that  the  residuary 
estate  was  liable  to  payment  of  the  £14,000  in  exoneration 
of  the  Scotch  estate — thus  adopting  the  interpretation  of 
the  lex  domicilii  as  to  the  expression  *^  all  my  just  debts  " — 
and  secondly,  that  the  Scotch  heir,  who  took  something 
under  the  will,  was  not  bound  to  elect,  but  had  the  same 
right  to  the  real  property  that  he  would  have  had  if  there 
had  been  no  will.  **We  have  not  here,"  said  Lord 
Hatherley  (c),  "  a  case  like  that  of  Drummond  v.  Drum- 
mondy  in  which,  there  being  a  charge  on  land  in  Scotland 
which  was  the  debt  of  the  intestate,  and  there  being  also 
personal  property  of  the  intestate,  the  property  of  the 
intestate  was  administered  according  to  English  law, 
England  being  the  coimtry  of  his  domicil.  There  the 
Court  held  that  the  person  himself — the  praspoBitus — had 
expressed  no  intention,  but  hcul  left  his  property  to  be 

(a)  Hartiaon  v.  Ilarritm,  L.  B.  8  Ch.  346. 

(&)  MaxweU  v.  Mcuncell,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  501 ;  S.G.  nib  voo.  MaxweU  y. 
Ilyslop,  L.  R.  4  Eq.  407. 
(c)  At  p.  514. 
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disposed  of  as  the  law  might  direct,  as  affecting  his  two  Pabt  II. 
classes  of  property.  The  law  would  apply  his  Scotch  """' 
estate  according  to  the  existing  law  in  Scotland.  That  Cap.  VL 
woald  inyolve  the  necessity  of  the  Scotch  creditors  taking  Foteign  heir 
his  remedy  out  of  the  Scotch  estate,  and  the  i^^^ssity,  ^^^^*® 
therefore,  of  the  heir  to  the  Scotch  estate  bearing  that 
bnrden ;  and  the  consequence  would  be  that  the  person 
entitled  to  the  personal  estate  in  England  would  not  be 
liable  to  bear  that  charge,  which  would  primarily  be  a 
charge  upon  the  Scotch  estate.  But  here  we  are  dealing 
with  a  testator^s  intention,  cia  eospressed  in  his  wiH"  And 
Lord  Westbury  says  in  the  same  spirit  (a), ''  Drttmmond 
Y.  Drummond  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  case.  Drufn- 
mand  y.  Drummond  was  nothing  more  than  an  illustration 
of  the  settled  principle,  that  real  estate  is  governed  by  the 
lex  loci.  The  Scotch  owner  of  the  estate  in  that  cato  took 
it  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  cum  onereJ*  The 
other  point,  with  regard  to  the  want  of  any  obligation  on 
the  Scotch  heir  to  make  election,  and  bring  his  land  into 
hotchpot  in  order  to  take  under  the  will,  was  similarly 
decided  with  reference  to  the  intention  of  the  testator. 
An  heir  to  foreign  realty  may  take  it  unconditionally  ac- 
cording to  the  law  of  the  eitus,  and  nevertheless  share 
under  an  English  will  which  was  ineffectual  to  devise  it» 
wdess  it  appear  distinctly  from  the  terms  of  the  will  that  the 
testator  intended  that  he  should  not  he  allowed  to  do  so  (b).  In 
Balfour  v.  8eott  (c)  there  was  an  intestacy,  so  that  no  such 
intention  could  be  suggested,  and  the  Scotch  heir  accord- 
ingly took  the  Scotch  land  according  to  Scotch  law,  and  a 
share  of  the  personalty  as  next  of  kin  according  to  English 
law.  So  in  Johnson  v.  Tdfowrd  {d),  it  was  held  that  an 
heir  of  Scotch  real  estate  was  not  put  to  his  election  by 
general  ea^essions,  unless  it  was  clearly  to  be  collected 

(a)  At  p.  519.  See  as  to  t'  e  exoneration  by  personalty  of  real  estate, 
MeUish  V.  ValinSy  2  J.  &  H.  194;  Eno  v.  Tatham,  3  De  {^.  J.  &  S.  44S; 
and  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  113  (Locke  King's  Act). 

(f))  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  L.  B.  8  Ch.  342 ;  ante,  p.  156. 

(c)  2  Ves.  &  B.  131,  n. 

Id)  I  Russ.  &  My.  254 ;  and  see  AUen  v.  Anderson,  5  Hare,  1S3. 
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from  the  words  used  that  the  testator  meant  to  pass  his 
Scotch  estate  to  the  uses  of  the  will.  **  Where  the  tes- 
tator uses  only  general  words,"  said  Sir  John  Leach, ''  it  is 
to  he  intended  that  he  means  those  general  words  to  be 
applied  to  such  property  as  would  by  its  nature  pass  by 
his  will,  and  to  the  uses  therein  expressed."  And  this 
doctrine  was  accepted  in  Maxwdl  v.  MaoBweU  (a),  where  the 
will  purported  to  devise  to  trustees  all  the  testator's  real 
and  personal  estate  wheresoever  and  whatsoever.  It  was 
invalid  as  to  certain  Scotch  heritable  bonds — real  property 
by  the  Scotch  law — and  it  was  held  that  the  Scotch  heir 
was  not  bound  to  make  election.  Lord  Cranworth  said, 
'^  The  designation  of  the  subject  intended  to  be  affected  by 
the  instrument  in  general  words  imports  prima  facie  that 
property  only  upon  which  the  instrument  is  capable  of 
operating."  If  the  will  had  specifically  devised  the  herit- 
able bonds  in  question,  the  intention  would  of  course  have 
been  manifest,  and  the  Scotch  heir  could  not  have  taken 
them  in  opposition  to  the  will  at  the  same  time  that  he 
received  a  benefit  under  it.  This  was  actually  the  ground 
of  the  decision  in  Brodie  v.  Barry  (6),  where  the  will 
expressly  devised  the  testator's  real  estate  in  Scotland, 
although  it  was  ineffectual  to  do  so,  and  the  Scotch  heir 
was  of  course  put  to  his  election. 

In  cases  of  intestacy,  it  is  apparent  that  these  consider- 
ations of  the  intention  of  the  deceased  owner  cannot 
arise,  and  the  proper  laws  will  therefore  be  left  to  operate 
upon  immovable  and  movable  property  respectively.  The 
burdens  of  the  former,  as  also  its  claims  to  exoneration  (c), 
will  therefore  be  decided  by  the  lex  sittts  ;  the  distribution 
of  the  latter,  and  the  conditions  under  which  those  entitled 
may  share  in  it  (though  they  may  also  be  the  heirs  of 
foreign  immovables),  by  the  lex  domicilii  of  the  intes- 


(a)  2  De  G.  M.  «fe  G.  705  (1852).  This  caae,  though  not  referred  to  by 
Mr.  Westlake,  is  cited  with  approval  by  Malins,  Y.C.,  in  MaawjeU  y.  Hydop, 
L.  R.  4  Eq.  413. 

(5)  2  Ves.  &  B.  131. 

(c)  EUiott  V.  Minto^  6  Madd.  16;  Drummond  y.  Drummond,  2  Yes.  &  B. 
131. 
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tate  (a\    It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  when  the     PakpII. 

foreign  heir  elects  to  take  in  opposition  to  a  will  purporting        

to  deal  with  his  inheritance,  there  is,  qiu>ad  the  foreign     Cap.  VL 
land,  an  intestacy,  though  the  will  remain  by  the  law  of 
the  testator's  domicil  as  to  the  movable  personalty  (h), 

(vL)  AjBHffnment  of  Immovables  hy  Bankrupiey. — ^It  is  Aasijoimentof 
said  by  Wheaton,  that  the  question  how  far  a  bankruptcy  on  bankruptcy 
declared  under  the  laws  of  one  country  will  affect  the  real  — ^ow  far 

•^  extrartern- 

and  personal  property  of  the  bankrupt  situate  in  another  toriai. 
State  *^i&  one  of  which  the  usage  of  nations,  and  the 
opinions  of  civilians,  furnish  no  satisfactory  solution. 
Even  as  between  co-ordinate  States,  belonging  to  the 
same  common  Empire,  it  has  been  doubted  how  far  the 
assignment  under  the  bankrupt  laws  of  one  country  will 
operate  a  transfer  of  property  in  another.  In  respect  to 
real  property,  which  generally  has  some  indelible  charac- 
teristics impressed  upon  it  by  the  local  law,  these  diffi- 
culties are  enhanced  in  those  cases  where  the  lex  loci  rei 
ntm  requires  some  formal  act  to  be  done  by  the  bankrupt, 
or  his  attorney  specially  constituted,  in  the  place  where 
the  property  lies,  in  order  to  consummate  the  transfer." 
The  difficulty,  as  it  now  presents  itself  to  English  Courts, 
is  rather  to  construe  properly  the  provisions  of  the  statutes 
relating  to  bankruptcy  in  force  for  the  time  being,  so  as 
to  understand  what  property  they  affect  to  convey  to  the  English 
trustee  or  assignee  of  the  bankrupt  The  Act  of  1869  «*»*^*^- 
enacts  (s.  15  subs.  3)  that  "all  such  property  as  may 
belong  to  or  be  vested  in  the  bankrupt  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  bankruptcy,  or  may  be  acquired  by  or  devolve 
on  him  during  its  continuance,"  shall  pass  to  the  trustee* 
The  Bankruptcy  Act  of  1849  was  limited  in  terms  to  real 
estate  "in  England,  Scotland,  Ireland,  or  any  of  the 
dominions,  plantations,  or  colonies  belonging  to  her 
Majesty ''  (o).  No  such  limitation  is  contained  in  the 
present  Act  in  words,  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  is  there 

(a)  Bayowr  y.  BooU^  2  Yes.  &  B.  181 ;  ^.0.  6  Bro.  P.  G.  550,  and  ante^ 
p.  161. 

(5)  Harriion  v.  Harriton,  L.  B.  8  Ch.  342.  (o)  Sect.  142. 
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Pakt  n.  anything  to  extend  its  operation  to  the  real  property  of 
J^^'  the  bankrupt  situate  within  her  Majesty's  dominions,  but 
Gap.  yi.  out  of  England.  There  is  nothing  said  in  the  definition 
of  **  property  "  (s.  4)  as  to  its  situation,  and  s.  2  says  that 
the  Act  shall  not  apply  to  Scotland  or  Ireland,  except 
where  expressly  provided ;  but  the  words  are  large  enough, 
and  are  no  doubt  intended,  to  include  all  ^real  property 
situate  within  her  Majesty*s  dominions  (a).  It  may  be 
questioned,  however,  whether  this  would  be  their  effect, 
if  construed  strictly ;  as  the  common  law  rule  undoubtedly 
limits  the  control  over  immovable  property  in  such 
matters  to  the  lex  sittM  {b). 

By  the  Scotch  Bankruptcy  Act,  19  &  20  Vict  c.  79,  the 
bankrupt's  real  estate  in  England,  Ireland,  or  any  of  the 
dominions  of  the  British  Crown,  will  vest  in  the  Scotch 
trustee.    By  s.  268  of  the  Irish  Bankruptcy  Act,  1857, 
all  a  bankrupt's  estate,  wherever  situate,  is  vested  in  his 
assignees ;  a  provision  which  is  not  repealed  by  the  Irish 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1872,  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  58. 
Obligation  of       In  SeOcriff  V.  Davis  (c),  it  was  held  that  a  bankrupt 
aasignTore^  under  an  English  commission  of  bankruptcy  could  not  be 
land.  compelled  to  assign  his  foreign  real  estate  to  his  assignees, 

though  it  was  suggested  that  he  might  be  indirectly 
obliged  to  do  so  by  withholding  his  certificate.  The 
reasoning,  however,  of  Lord  Selbome  in  Harrison  v. 
Harrison  ((2),  already  quoted  on  a  different  point,  seems 
directly  applicabla  Unless  there  is  a  personal  equity 
affecting  the  owner  of  real  estate  situate  abroad,  an 
English  Court  cannot  claim  to  control  such  estate  by 
acting  on  him,  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  no  English  Court 
would  recognise  such  a  claim,  as  to  English  land,  by  the 
trustees  or  assigeees  under  a  foreign  bankruptcy.  In  a 
later  case  (e),   Parke,  B.,  after  saying  that  generally 

(a)  Williams  on  Bankruptcy,  p,  97. 

(6)  Story,  0  -nflict  of  Laws,  376,  463. 

(c)  2  Dow  245;  see  Stein 8  Case,  1  Iloee,  462;  Benfield  v.  Solotnati, 
9  Vcs.  77. 

(d)lu  R.  8  Ch.  342  ;  see  p.  127,  supra. 

0)  CocJiercU  v.  Dickens,  3  Moo.  P.  0.  98,  133 ;  buc  also  Ex  mirU: Blaltes^ 
1  Cox,  398. 
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speaking  real  estate  is  goyemed  by  the  lex  looi  rei  sUsb,  Pabt  n. 
and  not  transferred  by  an  assignment  according  to  the  ^^"^' 
law  of  the  domicil  of  the  owner,  proceeded,  "  We  have  the  Cap.  VL 
authority  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Sdkrig  v.  Dcmtr,  in  the  ana- 
logons  case  of  an  English  commission  of  bankruptcy,  that 
a  bankrnpt  cannot  be  compelled  directly  to  assign  his 
real  estate  to  his  assignees ;  and  though  there  are  indirect 
methods,  as  withholding  their  certificate,  or  by  creditors 
assigning  their  debts  to  others  in  order  to  obtain  execution 
against  the  real  estates,  neither  of  these  are  in  the  power 
of  the  assignees  as  such,  nor  would  the  first  of  them  seem  to 
he  in  any  case  properly  applied^  It  would,  however, 
seem  that  s.  19  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  imposed 
such  a  duty  on  the  bankrupt,  by  enacting  that  the  bank- 
rupt should,  to  the  utmost  of  his  power,  aid  in  the  realiza^ 
tion  of  his  property,  and  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds 
amongst  his  creditors,  and  generally  do  all  such  acts  and 
things  in  relation  to  bis  property  and  the  distribution 
of  the  proceeds  among  his  creditors,  as  may  be  reasonably 
required  by  the  trustee  or  prescribed  by  rules  of  Court 

(vii.)  Alienation  of  Immovable  Property  on  Marriage. — 
The  nature  of  the  rights  acquired  by  the  husband  and  Bights  in 
wife  respectively  at  marriage  in  the  immovables  of  the  1^!^:^  bj 
other  is  decided  absolutely,  according  to  English  law,  marriage, 
by  the  lex  situs.  According  to  Story  (a),  "it  may  be 
affirmed  without  hesitation,  that  independent  of  any 
contract,  express  or  implied,  no  estate  can  be  acquired 
by  operation  of  law  in  any  other  manner,  or  to  any  other 
extent,  or  by  any  other  means,  than  those  prescribed  by 
the  lex  rei  sitae.  Thus  no  estate  in  dowry,  or  tenancy 
by  the  curtesy  .  .  .  can  be  acquired,  except  by  such 
persons,  and  under  such  circumstances,  as  the  local  law 
prescribes."  Westlake  says  that  on  this  point  there  is 
no  doubt  but  that  in  England  the  lex  situs  would  prevail, 
as  it  does  in  America  (b).  Against  it  has  been  set  up  by 
foreign  jurists  the  claim  of  the  law  of  the  matrimonial 
domicil,  on  the  ground,  among  others,  that  the  presumed 

(o)  (Conflict  of  Laws,  §§  448,  454.  (6)  Priv.  Int.  Law,  §  95. 
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Pabt  n.  intention  of  the  parties  was  that  their  mutoal  rights  should 

'  be  regulated  by  that  law  (a) ;   though  even  those  who 

Cap.  VL  maintain  this  view  do  not  contend  that  the  law  of  the 


matrimonial  domicil  can  prevail  as  to  any  of  these  rights 
in  direct  opposition  to  any  prohibition  or  restriction  im- 
posed by  the  lex  titUB.  It  has  also  been  saggested  that 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  marriage  is  celebrated  is 
the  proper  one  to  govern  the  rights  of  husband  and  wife 
respectively  in  all  the  property,  movable  and  immovable, 
of  the  other ;  and  Lord  Meadowbank,  in  1814^  used  lan- 
guage in  a  Scotch  case  which  has  been  quoted  in  support 
of  such  a  view.  ''  When  a  lady  of  fortune  having  a  great 
deal  of  money  in  Scotland,  or  Stock  in  the  banks  or  public 
companies  there,  marries  in  London,  the  whole  property 
is  ipso  jwe  her  husband  s.  It  is  assigned  to  him.  The 
legal  assigwrneni  of  a  marriage  operates  wUhoui  regard  to 
territory  aU  the  world  over  "  (h).  In  Selkrig  v.  Davis  (e), 
however,  Lord  Eldon  limited  the  doctrine  here  laid  down 
to  personal  property,  and  it  is  beyond  a  doubt  that  as  to 
realty,  at  any  rate,  it  is  unsound.  The  question  as  to  the 
proper  law  to  regulate  the  effect  of  marriage  on  the  mov- 
able property  of  the  husband  and  wife  will  be  discussed 
subsequently. 

SUMJaiASY. 
ALIENATION  OP  IMMOVABLE    PROPERTY  BY  ACT   OP  LA'W, 

(v.)  Succession  on  Intestacy. — The  lex  situs  determines 

the  heir ;  and  the  English  law,  speaking  as  the  lex  situs, 

p.  159.  requires  that  he  should  be  legitimate  not  only  according  to 

its  own  rules,  but  by  the  law  of  l)is  domicil  also, 
p.  160.  The  burdens,  liabilities,  and  claims,  of  immovable  pro- 

perty in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  in  the  absence  of  any  equity 
arising  from  trust  or  contract,  depend  upon  the  lex  situs, 
pp.  161-163.        But  the  conditions  under  which  the  heir  of  foreign  land 
may  share  in  the  (movable)  personalty  of  the  intestate, 

(a)  story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  449 ;  Westlake,  Priv.  Int.  Law,  §  869. 
(6)  Royal  Batik  of  Scotland  v.  Cuthberty  1  Rose,  481. 
(c)  2  Rose,  97. 
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depend  upon  the  law  of  the  intestate's  domicil,  and  not     PartIL 
upon  the  lex  ntus  of  the  foreign  land.  

These  rules,  in  cases  of  intestacy,  are  invariable,  because     O^-y^ 
there  can  be  no  demonstration  of  the  intention  of  the  p.  164. 
owner  that  the  foreign  land  should  either  bear  or  be 
exonerated  from  any  particular  debts,  as  there  may  be 
when  a  testamentary  disposition  has  been  made. 

(vi.)  Transfer  on  Bcmhruptcy. — Under  an  Engh'sh  bank-  p.  165. 
ruptcy,  the  English  bankruptcy  law  affects  to  vest  in  the 
trustee  all  the  movable  and  immovable  property  of  the 
bankrupt,  wherever  situate ;  and  the  Irish  bankruptcy  law 
is  the  same.  The  Scotch  Bankruptcy  Act  is  confined  in 
terms  to  real  estate  within  the  British  dominions ;  and  on 
principles  of  international  law,  the  English  statute  cannot 
be  given  a  wider  interpretation.' 

A  bankrupt  is  therefore  not  compellable,  apparently,  to  pp.  166, 167. 
assign  foreign  land  to  his  trustee  or  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy, unless  there  is  some  personal  equity  attaching  to 
him  by  which  the/orww  of  the  bankruptcy  can  indirectly 
compel  him  to  do  so  by  acting  in  personam.  It  is  not  clear 
how  far  such  an  assignment  can  properly  be  made  a  con- 
dition of  his  discharge. 

(vii.)  Transfer  on  Marriage, — The  rights  of  husband  p.  167. 
and  wife  in  and  to  the  English  immovables  of  either  are 
decided  by  English  law,  as  the  lex  situs.  SenMe,  the 
lex  situs  has  an  equal  claim  to  prevail  when  the  situation 
of  the  immovables  is  foreign,  whatever  the  matrimonial 
domicih 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

MOVABLE  PEBSONAL   PROPERTY. 

(i.)  Jurisdiction  as  to  Movable  Perwnal  Property. 

It  has  been  already  noticed,  while  treating  of  the  prin- 
ciple that  it  is  the  lex  situs  which  must  decide  what  does 
and  what  does  not  fall  within  the  category  of  real  or 
immovable  estate  (a),  that  the  English  classification  of  all 
property  into  real  and  personal  does  not  correspond  exactly 
with  that  adopted  by  foreign  jurists  and  systems  of  juris- 
prudence which  are  founded  on  the  civil  law,  and  that  an 
ambiguity  is  consequently  involved  in  the  use  of  the 
words  personal  and  movable  as  synonymous.  The  com- 
paratively modern  nature  of  chattel  interests  in  land, 
which  were  unknown  to  the  feudal  system,  and  could  not 
conveniently  be  subjected  to  its  rules,  caused  them  to  be 
classed  with  the  only  other  kind  of  property  then  recog- 
nised by  the  law,  goods  and  chattels;  being  given  the 
distinguishing  name  of  chattels  real,  inasmuch  as  they 
were  said  to  "  savour  of  the  realty  "  (t).  But  though  such 
chattel  interests  are  still,  strictly  speaking,  personal  pro- 
perty, they  are  so  merely  in  name,  and  only  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  English  law ;  and  are  governed  like 
other  immovables,  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sitte  only  (c).  It 
will  be  shewn  directly  that  personal  estate  generally  is 
governed  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  owner;  but 
this  is  so,  not  by  any  special  law  of  England,  but — as 
Lord  Selborne  expresses  it  in  the  case  just  cited — by  the 
deference  which,  for  the  sake  of  international  comity,  the 
law  of  England  pays  to  the  law  of  the  civilized  .world 

(a)  Supra,  p.  139,  140.  (6)  Williams,  Personal  Property,  p.  2. 

(c)  Jarman  on  Wills,  vol.  i.  p.  4,  n;  Frehe  v.  Lord  Carbery,  L.  B.  16  Eq. 
461. 
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generally.    Bat  this  general  law  only  applies  the  law  of     Pabt  il. 

the  domicil  to  such  personal  estate  as  comes  within  its        

category  of  movables,  according  to  the  maxim  ^^mohUia  Cap.  VII. 
sequuntvr  persanamy"  on  which  it  is  based.  Consequently 
the  comity  of  nations  does  not  demand  that  England 
should  concede  the  control  of  English  chattels  real  to  the 
law  of  the  domicil  of  the  owner,  simply  because  English 
law  chooses  to  include  such  chattels  under  the  classifi- 
cation of  personal  property,  and  it  must  be  borne  in  mind 
throughout  that  in  fact  such  a  concession  is  not  made  (a). 
As  the  term  **  movables "  is  not  one  familiar  to  English 
law,  it  has  been  thought  better  to  retain  the  English 
classification  of  real  and  personal  property  while  treating 
of  this  subject ;  but  what  is  subsequently  said  as  to  the 
law  which  governs  personal  property  does  not  extend  to 
chattel  interests  in  realty,  and  must  be  considered  aa 
applicable  to  chattels  personal  alone. 

With  regard,  then,  to  all  personal  property  other  than  Mohilia 
chattels  real,  a  rule  very  different  to  that  which  obtains  p^^^^cm. 
with  regard  to  '*  immovables  "  prevails.  In  the  words  of 
Lord  Selborne  (i),  **  The  maxim  of  the  law  of  the  civi- 
lized world  is  mohilia  sequuntur  personam,  and  is  founded 
on  the  nature  of  things.  When  Tndbilia  are  in  places 
other  than  that  of  the  person  to  whom  they  belong,  their 
accidental  situs  is  disregarded,  and  they  are  held  to  go 
along  with  the  person."  The  same  principles  were  laid 
down  by  Lord  Loughborough,  in  a  judgment  cited  with 
approbation  by  Story  (c).  "  It  is  a  clear  proposition,  not 
only  of  the  law  of  England,  but  of  every  country  in  the 
world  where  law  has  the  semblance  of  science,  that  per- 
sonal property  has  no  locality.  The  meaning  of  that  is, 
not  that  personal  property  has  no  visible  locality,  but 
that  it  is  subject  to  that  law  which  governs  the  person 

(a)  Freke  v.  Lord  Carbery,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  461 ;  TJiamson  v.  Advocate- 
Oeneral  12  CI.  &  F.  1 ;  Wallace  v.  Attorney- Gencnd,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  1 ;  Jar- 
man  on  Wills,  vol.  i.  p.  4,  n.  The  authorities  cited  by  the  later  editors  of 
Jarman  in  snpport  of  the  opposite  tIcw  must  now  be  regarded  us  ovormlcd ; 
Btory,  Conflict  of  Iiawj»,  §  447. 

(6)  FreJte  v.  lj(yrd  CarUry,  L.  R.  16  Bq.  466. 

(o)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  380. 
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Pabt  il     of  the  owner.''    With  respect  to  the  difiposition  of  it,  with 
fioPBBTT.    yggpg^^  ^  ^1j^  tranflmission  of  it,  either  by  sacoeeBion  or 

Cap,  vil  the  act  of  the  party,  it  follows  the  law  of  the  person  (a). 
This  personal  law  is,  of  course,  that  of  the  domicil  of  the 
person  (b).  It  is  true  that  Lord  Loughborough,  in  the 
judgment  just  quoted  from,  goes  on  to  say  that  when  a 
man  dies,  it  is  the  law  of  the  country  of  which  he  was 
a  subject  that  will  regulate  the  succession  to  his  personal 
property ;  but  it  is  obvious  that  this  was  a  mere  inaccuracy 
of  expression,  and  the  case  Lord  Loughborough  himself 
cites  in  support  of  his  proposition  (c)  shews  that  domicil, 
and  not  nationality,  was  really  in  bis  Lordship's  mind. 
In  a  case  which  has  been  already  frequently  cited  for 
another  important  proposition,  Abbott,  C. J.,  said :  ^*  Per-- 
sonal  property  has  no  locality.  And  even  with  respect  to 
that,  it  is  not  correct  to  say  that  the  law  of  England  gives 
way  to  the  law  of  a  foreign  country,  but  that  it  is  part  of 
the  law  of  England  that  personal  property  should  be  dis- 
tributed according  to  the  jus  domicilii  "  ((2).  It  was  said 
by  Bayley,  B.,  in  another  case,  '*  The  rule  is  that  personal 
property  follows  the  person,  and  is  not  in  any  respect  to 
be  regulated  by  the  Ux  situs  ;  and  if  in  any  instances  the 
situs  has  been  adopted  for  the  rule  by  which  the  property 
is  to  be  governed,  and  the  lex  loci  rei  sitae  resorted  to,  it 
has  been  improperly  done.  Wherever  the  domicil  of  the 
proprietor  is,  there  the  property  is  to  be  considered  as 
situate  "  (e).  It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  quotations  in 
support  of  the  general  principle,  which,  according  to 
Story,  has  been  constantly  maintained,  both  in  England 
and  America,  with  unbroken  confidence  and  general 
unanimity  (/)• 

(a)  SiU  y.  Wormick,  1  H.  Bl.  690. 

(b)  Doglioni  Y.  Crispin,  L.  R.  1 H.  L.  301 ;  Enohin  Y.  Wylie,  10  H.  L.  0. 1. 

(c)  Pipon  V.  Ptpon,  Ambl.  25. 

(d)  BiHwhidU  v.  VardiU,  5  B.  &  C.  451. 

(e)  In  re  Ewin,  1  C.  &  J.  156. 

If)  See,  in  addition  to  the  cases  alieadj  ciied^  Potter  y.  Broujn,  5  Eoat, 
130;  Bruce  \.  Bruce,  2  B.  &  P.  229;  BainervOle  y.  SomervtOe,  5  Yes.  570; 
Thorn  y.  Waikin$,  2  Yes.  37 ;  Counteta  I^Acunha^B  Case,  1  Hagg.  EooL 
287 ;  Hunter  y.  PoUe,  4  T.  R.  182, 192 ;  PhiUips  y.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  402; 
Coekerell  v.  Dickens,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  98. 
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It  may  be  added  here  that  the  fact  of  a  specific  chattel.     Part  n. 
the  Bubject-matter  of  a  contract,  haying  been  brought      "^^^^ 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  an  English  Court,  will  justify    Oap.  YIL 
that  Court  in  assuming  control  over  the  chattel  in  question,  juriBdlction 
so  as  to  grant  an  injunction  against  the  removal  of  the  ^^^^^ 
chattel,  and  to  entertain  a  suit  for  the  specific  performance  tion. 
of  the  contract  respecting  it  (a).    It  is  true  that  in  one 
sense,  in  the  case  referred  to,  England  was  the  loeus 
solutionis,  or  place  of  performance  of  the  contract,  but  it 
is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  decision  does  not  go  some 
length  in  establishing  the  proposition  that  the  mere  situ- 
ation of  personal  property,  eyen  if  transient^  confers  upon 
the  forum  situs  jurisdiction  to  deal  with  contracts  that 
concern  it.    The  same  principle  may  be  traced,  though 
not  unmixed  with  other   considerations,  in    the  cases 
already  referred  to,  in  which  the  fact  that  the  subject- 
matter  of  a  foreign  settlement  of  personal  property  was 
within  the  English  jurisdiction  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  settlement,  was  regarded  as  a  reason  for  applying 
English  law  to  the  interpretation  and  regulation  of  its  pro- 
visions {b).    And  it  will  be  noticed  in  the  proper  place 
that  the  Judicature  Acts,  1873  and  1875,  permit  service 
without  the  jurisdiction,  inter  alia,  whenever  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action  is  land,  stock,  or  other  property 
situate  within  the  jurisdiction,  thus  accepting  the  same 
principle,  to  the  extent,  at  any  rate,  of  entertaining  and 
hearing  the  claim  (c). 

8UMMAST, 
JURISDICTION  AS  TO  PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

Personal  property,  according  to  the  English  law,  is  not  p.  170. 
coincident  with  the  class  of  movables  contemplated  by  the 
law  of  nations,  but  includes  certain  immovables  as  well. 
The  terms  are  consequently  not  equivalent. 

(a)  Hart  v.  Herwig,  L.  B.  S  Ch.  860. 

(6)  Van  GruUen  v.  Digby,  31  Beav.  561 ;  see  infrh,  Chap.  VIL  (v.) 

(o)  Jadioatare  Acto,  1S73, 1875,  Sohed.  Ord.  xi.  r.  1 ;  eee  infra,  Gbap.  X. 
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p.  172. 


The  maxim  ''  mdbilia  9equuniur  petBonam "  applies  to 
moTables  only;  ije.,  to  sach  personal  property  as  falls 
nnder  that  class. 

Such  personal  property  as  is  immovable  comes  under 
the  rules  which  relate  to  the  jarisdiction  over  immovables 
generally. 

Movables  are  regarded  as  situate  in  the  country  of  the 
domicil  of  the  owner,  wherever  ^ey  may  be  in  fact ;  and 
the  law  of  his  domicil  alone  has  conseqaently  jarisdiction 
to  deal  with  them  for  the  purpose  of  distributing  them 
among  his  creditors  or  successors.  The  situation  in  fact 
of  movables  within  a  particular  jurisdiction  will,  never- 
theless, warrant  the  local  Courts  in  assuming  to  deal  with 
them  for  certain  purposes,  at  any  rate  so  far  as  to  entertain 
actions  based  on  contracts  which  concern  them,  or  the 
right  to  their  possession. 


Transfer  of 
moYablea. 


ALIENATION  OF  PERSONAL   PROPERTY. 

The  general  principle  being  that  movable  personal  pro- 
perty is  governed  by  the  law  of  the  owner's  domicil,  it 
will  be  as  well  to  consider  its  application  more  particularly 
with  regard  to  its  alienation.  Alienation  of  personal 
property  is  either  by  the  act  of  the  owner,  or  by  the  act 
of  the  law.  In  the  first  of  these  cases  it  is  either  by 
transfer  inter  vivos,  or  by  devise.  In  the  second  case  it 
may  be  either  by  succession,  by  assignment  on  bankruptcy, 
or  by  the  operation  of  marriage.  Each  of  these  cases 
requires  separate  consideration. 

(ii.)  Alienation  by  transfer  inter  vivos. — Notwithstand- 
ing the  general  principle  that  movables  are  governed  by 
the*  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  owner,  it  cannot  be  taken 
as  established  that  an  alienation  of  personal  chattels 
which  is  valid  by  the  law  of  the  transferor's  domicil,  will 
be  accepted  everywhere,  even  where  there  is  no  actual 
prohibitory  or  restrictive  law  in  the  country  where  the 
chattels  are  in  fact  situated.     That  there  may  be  such  a 
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prohibitory  or  restrictive  law  is  obvious.    "In  one  sense     PabtIL 

personal  property  has  locality ;  that  is  to  say,  if  tangible,        

it  has  a  place  in  which  it  is  situated;  and  if  invisible  Cap,  vn. 
(consisting  of  debts)  it  may  be  said  to  be  in  the  place  Operation 
where  the  debtor  resides ;  and  of  these  circumstances  the  ^^®  ^ 
most  liberal  nations  have  taken  advantage,  by  making 
such  property  subject  to  regulations  which  suit  their  own 
convenience "  (a).  The  question  therefore  arises,  whether 
the  English  law  admits  that  the  lex  9iitis  has  the  right  to 
impose  such  restrictions,  or  whether  it  considers  that  com- 
pliance with  the  law  of  the  transferor's  domicil  is  sufficient 
in  all  cases  ?  It  is  obvious  that  this  branch  of  the  subject 
is  much  entangled,  in  the  majority  of  cases,  with  the 
operation  of  the  lex  lod  contractus  odebrati  upon  the  per* 
fection  of  the  transfer ;  but  in  certain  cases,  the  lex  sUm 
necessarily  speaks  for  itself.  Thus  with  contracts  for  the 
transfer  of  public  funds  or  stocks,  which  must  obviously 
be  carried  out,  to  be  effectual  at  all,  in  compliance  with 
the  law  of  the  country  to  which  they  belong  (6),  so  that 
until  the  forms  prescribed  by  it  have  been  complied  with, 
the  contract  is  necessarily  unperformed  and  remains  in 
intention  only.  But  the  laws  of  some  countries  refuse  to 
acknowledge  the  validity  of  any  assignment  of  chattels 
until  it  has  been  perfected  by  delivery,  and  it  becomes  a 
question  how  far  English  law  regards  them  as  justified  in 
imposing  such  a  restriction.  In  Simpson  v.  Fogo  (e),  the 
subject  received  some  consideration  from  Lord  Hatherley. 
Then  the  Courts  of  Louisiana  had  refused  to  recognise  the 
rights  of  a  mortgagee  of  a  British  ship,  which  had  been 
taken  by  the  mortgagors  to  New  Orleans,  and  was  there 
attached  by  other  creditors  without  ever  having  been 
delivered  to  the  mortgagees.  The  ship  having  come 
again  within  British  jurisdiction,  the  mortgagees  filed  a 

(a)  Per  Tilghmon,  G.J.,  in  an  American  case,  Moretan  v.  MUne,  6  Binn. 
361. 

(h)  Robirum  v.  Bland,  2  Bnrr.  1079 ;  IlufUer  v.  PoUs^  4  T.  R.  182, 192 ; 
Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  383. 

(c)  32  L.  J.  Ch.  249 ;  1  H.  A  M.  195. 
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PabtH^  bill  to  enforoe  their  rights,  and  Lord  Hatherley  refused  to 

PBonrarr.  yeQQgj^gQ  ^^  jadgment  and  order  of  the  Louisiana  Court, 

Cap.  vn.  under  which  the  ship  had  been  sold,  as  being  directly 


Valid  transfer  Contrary  to  the  comity  of  nations.  It  is  to  be  remarked 
by  the  lea  ^^^  j^  (jjjjg  particular  case  the  transfer  by  way  of  mort- 
gage had  been  completed  long  before  the  ship  came  within 
the  Louisiana  jurisdiction,  and  Lord  Hatherley  said  that, 
in  his  opinion,  the  American  Court  was  bound  to  have 
HBCognised  the  principle  that  a  title  which  a  man  has 
legally  acquired  in  one  country  shall  be  a  good  title  to 
him  aJl  over  the  world ;  further  citing  with  approval  the 
language  of  an  American  judge  in  another  case :  ^  If, 
therefore,  according  to  the  Im  loci  eorUractus^  that  of  the 
domicil  of  both  parties,  the  sale  transfers  the  property 
without  delivery,  it  does  so  eo  instanti,  or  not  at  alL  If 
two  persons  in  any  country  choose  to  bargain  as  to  the 
property  which  one  of  them  has  in  a  chattel  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  place,  they  cannot  expect  that  the 
rights  of  persons  in  the  country  in  which  the  chattel  is 
will  there  be  permitted  to  be  affected ;  but  if  the  chattel 
be  at  sea  or  in  any  other  place,  if  any  there  be,  in  which 
the  law  of  no  particular  country  prevails,  the  bargain  will 
have  its  full  effect  eo  tmtanti  as  to  the  whole  world,  and 
the  circumstance  of  the  chattel  being  afterwards  brought 
into  a  country,  according  to  the  laws  of  which  the  sale 
would  be  invalid,  would  not  affect  it "  (a).  It  is  to  be 
observed  that  in  Simpson  v.  Foffo  the  assignment  had  been 
completed  before  the  chattel  came  within  the  Louisiana 
jurisdiction,  so  that  the  assumption  of  the  Louisiana 
Court  to  pronounce  upon  its  ownership  must  be  regarded 
as  wholly  unwarrantable  from  an  English  point  of  view. 
Had  the  ship  been  at  New  Orleans  when  the  mortgage 
was  effected,  the  validity  of  the  attempted  assignment 
would  have  been  prohibited  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sitse,  and 
Lord  Hatherley's  strictures  upon  the  Louisiana  judgment 

(a)  Thuret  y.  Jenkins,  7  Martin,  353. 
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would  have  been  uncalled  for  (a).    The  decision,  however,     ^^^  n. 

in  Simpaan  v.  Foffo,  cannot  now  be  regarded  as  an  autho-        

rity  for  the  proposition  that  a  foreign  judgment  is  ex-  Qap.  vil 
aminable  by  an  English  Court  for  a  mistake  in  private 
international  law,  or  even  for  a  violation  of  the  rights 
of  nations.  It  is  established  by  the  decision  of  the  House 
of  Lords  in  Castrique  v.  Imris  {b)  that  the  validity  of  a 
foreign  judgment  can  be  impeached  on  no  snch  grounds, 
except  only  in  cases  where  the  foreign  Court  has  wrong- 
fully assumed  a  jurisdiction  which  did  not  properly  belong 
to  it.  Blackburn,  J.,  in  that  case,  while  commenting  on 
Simpeon  v.  Foffo,  clearly  indicates  that  the  judgment  may 
be  supported  without  impeaching  the  general  proposition 
that  a  foreign  judgment  cannot  be  examined  for  error  in 
law,  domestic  or  international,  except  as  to  the  grounds 
of  its  jurisdiction ;  and  if  the  decision  is  inconsistent  with 
this  theory,  it  must  be  regarded  as  overruled  (e). 

Next,  with  regard  to  the  validity  of  a  transfer  of  Transfer  valid 
personal  chattels  which  is  only  good  by  the  lex  loci  rei butn^rb^fea? 
sitsSf  and  not  supported  by  the  lex  domieHii,  it  appears  to  domicilii. 
have  been  decided  by  the  case  of  CammeUy.  8etoell(d)  theA 
such  a  transfer  is  regarded  as  good  and  sufficient  by  Eng- 
lish law.  In  that  case  a  cargo  of  timber  which  had  been 
wrecked  on  the  coast  of  Norway  was  sold  there  by  the 
captain  of  the  vessel,  improperly  according  to  English  law, 
but  under  such  circumstances  as  to  convey  a  good  title  to 
a  bond  fide  purchaser  according  to  the  law  of  Norway. 
The  timber  having  been  re-sold  and  brought  to  England, 
the  English  merchant  brought  trover  for  it,  and  it  was 
decided  (Byles,  J.,  disaentiente)  that  the  action  could  not  be 
maintained.  In  pronouncing  the  judgment  of  the  majority 
of  the  Court,  Crompton,  J.,  said,  after  stating  the  effect  of 
the  Norwegian  law  on  the  question :  ^'  It  does  not  appear 
to  us  that  there  is  anything  so  barbarous  or  monstrous  in 
this  state  of  the  law  that  we  can  say  that  it  should  not  be 

(a)  Lifferpool  Marine  Co.  v.  Hunter,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  481. 

(6)  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  414.  (c)  In/rh,  Chap.  XL 

id)  27  L.  J.  Ex.  447  ;  3  II.  &  N.  617 ;  S.C.  on  appeal,  29  L.  J.  Ex.  350. 

N 


178  FOBEIGN  AKD  DOMESTIC  LAW. 

PabtS!.     reoognifled  by  us.     Our  own  law  as  to  market  overt  is 
PBOpranr.    ^qi^i^qub  ....  Many  cases  were  mentioned  in  the  oonise 
Gap.  vn.    of  the  ai^menty  and  more  might  be  collected,  in  which  it 
would  seem  hard  that  the  goods  of  foreigners  should  be 
dealt  with  according  to  the  laws  of  our  own  or  of  other 
countries.    Among  others,  our  laws  as  to  the  seirare  of  a 
foreigner's  goods  for  rent  due  from  a  tenant,  or  as  to  the 
title  gained  in  them,  if  stolen,  by  sale  in  market  overt, 
might  appear  harsh.    But  we  cannot  think  that  the  goods 
of  foreigners  would  be  protected  against  such  laws,  or  that 
if  the  property  once  passed  by  virtue  of  them,  it  would  be 
changed   by  being   taken  by  the  new  owner  into  the 
foreigner's  own  country.     We  think  that  the  law  on  this 
subject  was  correctly  stated  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  (a) 
in  the  course  of  the  argument  in  the  Court  below,  where 
he  says,  *  If  personal  property  is  disposed  of  in  a  mauner 
binding  according  to  the  law  of  the  conutry  where  it  is, 
that  disposition  is  binding  everywhere ;'  and  we  do  not 
think  that  it  makes  any  difference  that  the  goods  were 
wrecked,  and  were  not  intended  to  be  sent  to  the  country 
where  they  were  sold.   We  do  not  think  that  goods  which 
were  wrecked  here  would  on  that  account  be  less  liable 
to  our  laws  as  to  market  overt,  or  as  to  the  landlord's 
right  of  distress,  because  the  owners  did  not  foresee  that 
they  would  come  to  England "  (6).     The  case  of  "  The 
Segredo "  (e),  which  was  relied  upon  in  the  argument  in 
CammeU  v.  8eweU  as  an  authority  for  the  plaintiff's  con- 
tention, was  referred  to  with  disapprobation  in  the  course 
of  the  judgment  just  quoted  from,  and  the  Court  said  that 
if  Dr.  Lushington's  judgment  in  that  case  was  relied  on  as 
an  authority  that  the  effect  of  a  law  of  a  foreign  country, 
as  to  the  passing  of  property  in  a  foreign  country, 
was  to  be  disregarded,  they  were  prepared,  sitting  as  a 
Court  of  error,  to  dissent  from  it    80,  it  seems  that  the 
Dutch  law  as  to  market  overt  might  have  had  the  effect 
of  passing  the  property  in  a  cargo  sold  in  the  Cape  of 

(a)  27  L.  J.  Ex.  447. 

(6)  29  L.  J.  Ex.  353. 

(c)  Otherwise  **  Eliza  CarnisW  1  Spinks,  Eccl.  &  Adni,  36. 
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Good  Hope,  when  the  law  of  HoUand  prevailed  there,  if     Pact  n. 
the  droomstancea  of  the  knowledge  of  the  transactioii   '^*'^"^' 
had  not  taken  the  case  out  of  the  proyiBions  of  such^^^p^vn. 
law  (a).      La  the  ^  ChcMtfudine"   (6),  speaking  of  the  ~ 

cizcamatances  under  which  the  captain  of  a  ship  might 
exerdse  his  judgment  as  to  the  sale  of  a  cargo  in  emer- 
genoiesy  Lord  8towell  said,  *^  If  the  master  acts  onwisely 
in  that  decision^  still  the  foreign  purchaser  will  be  safe 
under  his  acta." 

The  general  principle  thus  laid  down,  that  if  personal  Doctrine  of 
property  is  disposed  of  in  a  manner  binding  according  to  ^^  ^* 
the  law  of  the  country  where  it  is,  that  disposition  is 
binding  everywhere,  came  under  the  notice  of  the  House 
of  Lords  in  the  more  recent  case  of  Castriqtie  v.  Im/rie  (e). 
That  case  was  decided  on  the  principle  of  the  validity  of 
a  foreign  judgment  in  rem,  which,  in  the  words  of  Black- 
bum,  J.,  in  that  case,  is  in  truth  but  a  branch  of  the  more 
general  principle  which  is  enunciated  in  Cammdl  v. 
Sswell;  and  it  was  not  there  necessary  to  resort  to  any 
such  larger  principle,  or  to  inquire  what  qualifications,  if 
tuiy,  ought  to  be  attached  to  it  as  a  general  rule.  Never- 
theless Blackburn,  J.,  intimated  his  opinion  that  the 
general  principle  of  the  validity  of  a  transfer  made 
according  to  the  lex  loei  rei  Mm  was  correct,  though  no 
doubt  it  might  be  open  to  exceptions  and  qualifioa* 
tions  (d).  It  would  be  difficulty  perhaps,  to  name  a 
general  principle  of  which  the  same  might  not  be  said ; 
and  the  opinion  of  Keating,  J.,  in  the  same  case,  was 
avowedly  and  entirely  baaed  on  the  decision  in  OammeU 
V.  8ewdl,  and  the  principles  to  be  drawn  from  it 

The  principle  of  Cammdl  v.  SeweU  is  entirely  consistent 
with  the  decision  in  Hooper  v.  Oumm  (e),  on  appeal  from 
the  judgment  of  Wood,  Y.C.  There  certain  ship-builders 
in  America  had  built  several  ships,  mortgaged  them  there, 
sent  them  to  England  for  sale,  sold  thera  there,  and  paid 

(a)  Freeman  v.  E.  I.  Co.,  5  B.  &  Aid.  617,  explained  by  Crompton,  J., 
it)  Cammdl  v.  SetJoeUy  29  L.  J.  Ex.  858. 
(6)  8  Rob.  Adm.  Hep.  258.  (c)  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  414. 

(d)  CaslHque  v.  Imrie,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  429.  (e)  L.  R.  2  Cli.  282. 

N  2 
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I  Past  n.     the  mcNrtgagees  in  America*    The  mortgages  were  daly 
Z '    roistered  in  America ;  but  notice  of  the  mortgage  being 

Cap.  VIL    indorsed  on  the  certificate  of  registry,  and  having  in  one 
case  impeded  the  sale^  it  was  agreed  that  no  such  notice 
should  be  indorsed  in  ftiture.    Another  ship  was  accord^ 
ingly  sent  oyer  and  sold,  no  notice  of  the  American  mort- 
gage being  indorsed  on  her  certificate  of  registry,  and  the 
American  ship-builders  having  failed  after  receiving  the 
money,  the  mortgagee  filed  his  bill  against  the  purchaser. 
He  failed  eventually,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  so  acted 
as  to  suppress  the  mortgage,  and  make  the  ship-builders 
his  agents  for  the  sale,  but  the  language  of  Turner,  L.J.y 
is  important  with  reference  to  the  validity  of  the  sale 
itself.     **  In  my  opinion  the  law  of  this  country  ought  to 
govern  the  decision  of  the  case ;  for  the  purchase  of  the 
shipy  on  which  the  rights  of  the  question  depend,  Ufos  made 
and  completed  in  this  country.    In  saying  this,  however,  I 
must  not  be  understood  to  mean  that  the  shipping  law  of 
America  is  not  to  be  regarded  in  deciding  the  case ;  on 
the  contrary,  I  think  that  great  regard  must  be  paid  to  it. 
In  order  to  determine  what  the  rights  of  these  parties  now 
are,  it  must  be  ascertained  what  their  rights  were  at  the 
time  when  the  purchase  in  question  was  made,  and  in 
order  to  ascertain  this,  resort  must  be  had  to  the  American 
shipping  law.    The  rights  of  the  parties  stood  upon  that 
law  at  the  time  when  this  purchase  was  made,  and  I 
apprehend  that  where  rights  are  acquired  under  the  laws 
of  foreign  States,  the  law  of  this  country  recognises  and 
gives  effect  to  those  rights,  unless  it  is  contrary  to  the 
law  and  policy  of  this  country  to  do  so."    It  will  be  seen 
from  the  facts  in  Simpson  v.  Foffo  (a),  that  the  American 
Courts  are  not  equally  ready  to  recognise  the  rights  of 
property  which  the  laws  of  foreign  States  have  conferred ; 
but  it  is  plain  from  the  above  citation,  that  in  Hooper  v. 
Chmim  the  validity  of  the  sale  in  England  was  referred  to 
the  English  law  alone,  and  the  fact  that  English  law  in 
that  case  was  unusually  ready  to  guide  itself  by  the  rules 

(a)  IJ.  &  H.  18 :  1  H.  &  M.  195. 
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of  foreign  jnrifipradence  does  not  affect  the  principle.    So     Past  n. 
in  Oastriqtte  y.  Imrie,  already  referred  to,  where  a  sale         '*'^^' 
had  been  decreed  under  the  judgment  of  a  French  Court,     Cap.  vn. 
it  was  said  that  eyen  if  the  English  tribunal  could  review 
the  foreign  judgment,  the  sale  in  Franoe,  made  under  it» 
w<mld  remain  valid,  and  the  title  of  the  purchaser  be  pro- 
tected (a). 

The  decisions  in  the  cases  just  cited  do  not  in  them*  Transfer  of 
selves  go  beyond  the  question  of  the  validity  of  a  transfer  Jj^yem^b*^^ 
of  the  property  iu  personal  chattels ;  but  cases  may  easily  lex  Httu. 
arise  where  the  complete  property  in  a  chattel  is  not  in- 
tended to  pass,  but  a  mere  lien  or  possessory  right  con- 
ferred, and  it  would  seem  that  the  creation  of  such  a  lien 
is  in  like  manner  subject  to  the  lex  lod  rei  Mss.  In  the 
case  of  Earmer  v.  Bdl  {The  Bold  Bucdeugh)  Q>)  it  was 
held  that  the  lien,  which  attaches  by  English  law  on  a 
ship  which  causes  damage  by  collision,  travels  with  the 
vessel  into  whatever  jurisdiction  and  into  whosesoever 
possession  it  may  pass,  and  when  carried  into  effect  by  a 
proceeding  m  r^m,  relates  back  to  the  period  when  it  first 
attached.  The  principle  of  this  case,  where  the  lien  so 
created  was  held  to  prevail  against  a  subsequent  londfde 
purchaser  without  notice,  would  logically  demand  the 
recognition  of  a  lien  created  iu  another  jurisdiction,  and 
by  a  law  different  from  that  of  the  Court  which  was  called 
upon  to  enforce  it,  but  as  the  collision  happened  in 
English  waters,  no  conflict  of  law  arose.  In  the  much 
older  case  of  Inglis  v*  Usherwood  (o),  a  lien  created  by 
Russian  law  on  a  chattel  then  within  its  jurisdiction, 
which  the  English  law  would  not  have  conferred,  was 
recognised  by  the  Court,  but  here  again  there  was  no  real 
conflict  of  law,  as  the  contract  out  of  which  the  trans- 
action arose  was  entered  into  by  correspondence  between 
merchants  in  London  and  St.  Petersburg,  and  the  vessel 
was  chartered  by  the  English  consignee,  so  that  the  lew 

(a)  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  414. 

(fo)  7  Moo.  P.  C.  267.    The  dictum  in  The  Volant,  1  W.  Rob.  Adm.  387, 
tbat  dauago  by  colludou  givoB  no  lieu  upon  ttio  ship  iu  fault,  la  overrulud. 
(c)  1  East,  515. 


182 


TOMStQJX  AKD  D0MB8TI0  LAW. 


Pabv  If. 
Pbopbbtt. 


Cap.  "Vn. 


Icei  ooniradm,  as  far  at  least  as  the  rights  of  the  Bassian 
merchant  who  sought  to  enforce  his  lien  were  ooncemed, 
was  the  same  as  the  lex  loei  rei  Htm.  The  plaintiff  was  the 
assignee  of  a  bankrupt  who  had  commissioned  a  Bassiaii 
merchant  to  purchase  certain  goods  for  him  and  ship  them 
on  board  a  vessel  of  which  ihe  defendant  was  the  captain, 
chartered  by  the  bankrupt.  The  goods  were  shipped,  but 
the  shipper  hearing  of  the  consignee's  bankruptcy,  exer- 
cised the  right  of  Hen  given  him  by  the  Bussian  law  under 
such  circumstances,  and  the  action  was  against  the  captain 
of  the  ship  for  delivering  up  the  cargo  to  his  order.  Thus 
whether  the  Bussian  law  was  accepted  as  conclusive  be* 
cause  it  was  that  of  the  place  where  the  vendor  had  bound 
himself  to  perform  his  contract  (a),  or  that  of  the  place 
where  the  purchaser  had  concluded  the  contract  by  his 
agent  (h),  or  for  the  reason  just  stated,  that  the  goods 
were  within  its  jurisdiction  when  it  assumed  to  create  the 
lien  in  question,  was  immaterial  to  the  decision,  which 
was,  however,  clearly  put  on  the  last  mentioned  ground. 


SUMMARY, 

AlilBNATIOK    OF    HOYABLB    PERSONAL    PB0PEBT7   BT 

TBANSFEB  INTBB  VIVOS. 

pp.  175-iso.  When  alienation  of  movable  personal  property  is  effected 
by  transfer  inter  vivos,  the  law  regards  not  so  much  the 
person  and  domicil  of  the  owner,  as  the  act  or  transfer  by 
which  the  transfer  is  effected,  and  the  situation,  in  fsASt,  of 
the  property  transferred. 

p.  176.  I^  the  property  transferred,  and  the  parties  to  the 

transfer,  are  all  within  the  same  jurisdiction,  the  transfer, 
according  to  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction,  will  confer  a 
good  title  valid  everywhere,  under  the  dominion  of  what- 
ever law  the  property  afterwards  passes. 

(a)  Lebd  v.  TuckcTy  L.  B.  3  Q.  B.  77 ;  THmbey  v.  Vigni&r,  1  Bing.  N.  C. 
151. 

(b)  PaUuon  v.  MiU$,  1  Dow  &  CI.  842  ;  AlUon  Insurance  Go.  v.  MiUi, 
3  Wil8.  &  8.  233. 
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But  such  a  title  will  not  be  conferred  if  the  propertyi     Pabt  ll. 

at  the  moment  of  the  tranafer,  be  within  another  juris*        

diction,  by  the  law  of  which  the  attempted  transfer  is    Oap.  Vii* 
invalid  or  imperfect. 

If  the  transfer  be  valid  according  to  the  law  of  the  pp.  177-181. 
place  where  the  property  ia  in  fact  situate,  the  title  con^ 
ferred  by  it  should  be  recognised  as  good  everywhere, 
though  imperfect  by  the  law  of  the  former  owner's 
domioil,  and  though  the  property  be  afterwards  brought 
within  the  dominion  of  that  law. 

The  creation  of  a  lien  upon  movable  personal  property  P-  i8i. 
is  similarly  referred  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
property  was  in  fact  situate  at  the  time  when  the  lien  was 
created. 


(ill.)  Succes&ion  to  Movable  Personal  Property. 


(a.)  Diepomtion.  of  Movable  Personal  Property  by  WiU, —  Movable 
It  is  now  universally  received,  both  in  England  and  ^^ned"by 
America,  as  a  maxim  of  private  international  jurisprudence,  ^  domicUii. 
that  wills  of  movable  personal  property  are  in  all  cases 
governed  by  the  lex  domicilii  of  the  testator  (a) ;  and  the 
law  was  clearly  stated  by  Lord  Westbury  in  Enohin  v. 
Wylie.  ^  It  is  now  put  beyond  aU  possibility  of  question 
that  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person 
belongs  to  the  Court  of  the  country  where  the  deceased 
was  domiciled  at  his  death.  All  questions  of  testacy  and 
intestacy  belong  to  the  jadge  of  the  domieil.  To  the 
Court  of  the  domieil  belongs  the  interpretation  and  con* 
struction  of  the  will  of  the  testator.  To  determine  who 
are  the  next  of  kin  or  heirs  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
testator  is  the  prerc^ative  of  the  judge  of  the  domieil. 
In  short,  the  Court  of  the  domieil  is  the  forum  coneti/rsm, 
to  which  the  legatees  under  the  will  of  a  testator,  or  the 

(a)  PoUer  ▼.  Browny  5  East,  130 ;  Bill  v.  Worswiek,  1  H.  Bl.  690 ;  Price 
V.  Dewhurgtj  4  My.  &  Cr.  76 ;  De  Bonnevol  v.  I)e  Bonnevaly  1  Curt.  856 ; 
Dolphin  V.  Robins,  1  8w.  A  Tt.  37 ;  De  Zichy  Ferraris  v.  Ilertfonl,  3  Curt. 
408 ;  Etu>hin  v.  WyUe,  10  H.  L.  0.  1. 
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Fast  n.     parties  entitled  to  distribntion  of  the  estate  of  an  intes- 
PROKBRTy.    ^^^  ^^^  required  to  resort  **  (a). 

Oap.  vn.        The  clearness  with  which  it  is  here  stated  that  the 
Change  of      domicil  referred  to  is  the  domicil  of  the  testator  at  the 
between  date  *^™®  ^^  ^^®  death  is  especially  worthy  of  remark ;  since  it 
of  will  and      IS  obyious  that  a  conflict  may  often  arise  between  that 
^  '.  law  and  the  law  of  his  domicil  at  the  time  the  will  was 

made.  According  to  the  continental  yiew,  the  validity  of 
a  will  is  tested  either  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  or  by  the 
law  of  the  place  where  it  was  execated,  following  the 
maxim  loeus  regit  actum^  and  a  change  of  domicil  after 
execution  of  the  will  and  before  death  is  therefore  imma- 
terialy  since  the  latter  principle  will  support  its  validity  if 
the  first  fails  {b).  But  the  maxim  Ioom  regit  actum  has 
obtained  no  recognition  in  English  law,  and  by  the  law  of 
domicil  is  meant,  unquestionably,  the  domicil  at  the  time 
of  the  testator's  death  (e),  as  Lord  Westbury  distinctly 
states,  in  the  judgment  just  quoted  from.  English  Courts 
will  therefore  assume  no  jurisdiction  unless  the  domicil  at 
the  time  of  the  death  be  English :  i.e.,  unless  the  change, 
if  any,  has  been  from  a  foreign  to  an  English  domicil.  A 
question  then  arises  as  to  the  validity  of  wills  made  under 
the  law  of  the  first  domicil,  but  insufficient  according  to 
English  law.  At  common  law,  there  is  no  doubt  that  such 
wills  would  be  invalid  ({2),  and  it  would  seem  that  this  is 
still  the  law  as  to  the  wills  of  foreigners  domiciled  at  the 
time  of  their  death  in  England.  But  it  is  now  unne- 
cessary to  consider  whether  a  testator,  being  a  British 
subject,  has  changed  his  domicil  since  making  his  will  (e\ 
since  as  regards  British  subjects,  it  was  enacted  by  Lord 
24  &  25  Vict.  Kingsdown's  Act  (24  &  25  Vict.  c.  114),  first,  that  any 
will  of  personal  estate  made  out  of  the  United  Kingdom 
by  a  British  subject,  wherever  domiciled  at  the  time  of 

(a)  10  H.  L.  C.  13 ;  Pret^ion  v.  Melville,  8  CI.  &  F.  1. 
(h)  Westlake,  §  326. 

(c)  Bremer  v.  Freeman,  10  Moo.  P.  C.  312 ;  Collier  v.  Bivcoj  2  Curt 
855. 

(d)  Per  Lord  Penzance  in  In  bonis  Reid,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  74. 

(e)  In  re  liippon,  32  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  141 ;  In  bonis  Reid,  L.  B.  1  P.  &  D. 
74. 
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making  or  of  death,  should  be  admitted  to  probate  as     Pabt  n. 

valid,  if  it  was  executed  in  compliance  with  the  forms        

prescribed  either  by  the  lex  lod  actus,  the  lex  domicHU  at  Cap-  ^P- 
the  time  of  its  execution,  or  the  lem  domieilii  oriffinis  of 
the  testator.  Secondly,  that  any  will*  of  personal  estate 
made  within  the  United  Kingdom  by  a  British  subject, 
whatever  his  domieil  at  either  time,  should  be  admitted 
to  probate  as  valid,  if  it  was  executed  in  compliance  with 
the  forms  required  by  the  laws  for  the  time  being  in  force 
in  that  part  of  the  kingdom  where  it  was  made  (s.  2). 
And,  thirdly,1;hat  no  will  or  other  testamentary  instrument 
should  be  held  to  be  revoked  or  to  have  become  invalid^ 
nor  should  the  construction  thereof  be  altered  by  reason 
of  any  subsequent  change  of  domieil  of  the  person  making 
the  same  (s.  8).  But  it  has  been  held  that  a  will  and  re- 
vocation, executed  according  to  the  testator's  domieil  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  revokes  altogether  a  will  made  under 
a  former  English  domieil,  with  the  appointment  of  exe- 
cutors contained  in  it,  if  the  intention  that  it  should  have 
that  effect  is  apparent  (a).  This  last  section  is  not  in 
terms  confined  to  the  wills  of  British  subjects,  but,  having 
regard  to  the  title  of  the  Act  ("  An  Act  to  amend  the 
law  with  respect  to  wills  of  personal  estate  made  by 
BriHsh  svUbjeets  "),  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it  could  be 
extended  to  the  wills  of  foreigners  who  should  have  ac- 
quired a  British  domieil  between  the  time  of  making  their 
will  and  that  of  their  death.  Assuming  that  the  section 
cannot  be  so  extended,  the  validity  of  such  a  will  would 
have  to  be  decided  upon  its  compliance  or  non-compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  English  law,  and  the  fact  that 
it  was  valid  by  the  law  of  the  testator's  domieil  at  the 
time  of  making  would  be  immaterial.  With  regard  to 
the  alternative  tests  of  validity  offered  by  the  first  two 
sections,  it  was  decided  by  Lord  Penzance  (b)  that  only 
one  can  be  adopted  in  each  case,  and  that  it  is  not  compe- 
tent for  those  who  seek  to  set  up  a  testamentary  paper  to 

(a)  CoUtell  V.  Oottrell,  L.  B.  2  P.  &  D.  400. 
(6)  FecheU  v.  Hilderley,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  673. 
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PartIL  endeavour  to  secure  the  advantages  of  two  conflicting 
FBOpanTT.  jurigdiotions.  The  privileges  conferred  by  the  Act  attach 
Oa>.  vil  to  British  subjects  by  nataraUzation  (under  7  &  8  Viot. 
c.  66)  as  if  they  had  been  so  by  birth  (a).  As  to  tha 
possible  effeet  of  marriage  in  England  after  the  aoqui- 
sition  of  an  English  domicil  upon  the  validity  of  a  will 
previously  made,  having  regard  to  the  provisioos  of  the 
^rd  section :  Bee  In  the  Goods  of  Beid  (b).  And  where 
the  testator,  being  a  naturalized  Englishman,  whose 
domioil  was  not  ascertained,  but  appeared  to  be  French, 
made  in  France  a  will  and  codicils  in  Engliwh  form,  and  a 
holograph  will  ocmfirming  them  in  French  form,  it  was 
held  that  all  were  valid  under  s.  1  of  the  Act,  it  being 
proved  that  the  French  law  permitted  foreigners  in  France 
to  make  their  will  according  to  the  forms  required  by  the 
law  of  their  nationality ;  so  that  the  French  will  was 
good  directly,  and  the  English  will  and  oodicils  indirectly, 
by  the  lex  loei  actus  (c). 
Capacity  of  The  general  rule  that  the  law  of  the  domicil  governs 
depeE^~on  testamentary  dispositions  of  personalty  applies  to  oapacUy  ; 
Ux  domioan.  for  although  it  has  already  been  shewn  (d)  that  the  law  of 
England  regards  the  law  of  the  place  where  an  act  is  done, 
or  a  contract  entered  into,  as  the  proper  one  to  decide  all 
questions  of  minority  or  majority,  capacity  or  incapacity, 
this  general  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  execution  of  wills. 
It  will  be  obvious  that  this  is  the  natural  consequence  of 
the  principle  which  prevents  English  Courts  from  aasum- 
ing  jurisdiction  in  respect  of  the  will  of  a  testator  domi- 
ciled abroad,  though  the  will  may  have  been  made  in 
England.  Of  contracts  and  ottier  acts  to  which  the 
principle  of  domicil  does  not  apply,  the  English  Court 
assumes  jurisdiction  as  being  the  forum  loci  actue^  and 
decides  questions  of  capacity  by  its  own  law  as  incidental 
to  its  jurisdiction.  Where  no  act  is  done  by  the  person 
whose  capacity  is  in  question  to  make  the  Elnglish  Court 

(a)  In  the  Goods  of  Gaily,  L.  R.  1  P.  D.  438. 
(ft)  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  74. 
(e)  In  the  Goods  of  Lacroiz,  L.  R.  2  P.  D.  95. 
\d)  SuprOf  p.  31. 
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the  proper  faimmy  the  English  law  will  not  dispiite  the     p^bt  n. 
dednon  as  to  capacity  of  the  lex  domioUii  {a).  

With  regard  to  /orwt  cmd  soUmnUieBy  the  question  of    ^^'  ^^- 
the  proper  law  by  which  wills  of  personalty  should  be  Forms  of  wills 
tested  was  for  some  time  left  undecided,  it  having  been  ^^  ™**^*     * 
thought  at  one  period  that  there  was  a  difEsrenoe  between 
the  will  of  an  English  subject  domiciled  abroad  and  that 
of  a  foreigner  similarly  situated;   and  it  was  held  in 
several  cases  that  compliance  with  the  English  fonns  by 
an  English  subject  was  sufScient  (b)  and  necessary  (0). 
But  this  distinction  was  exploded,  and  the  principle  of 
referring  to  the  decision  of  the  lex  domeUii,  and  of  the  lex 
demioUU  alone,  firmly  established  by  subsequent  deci- 
sions {dy    The  alteration  made  in  the  English  law  on 
this  subject  by  Lord  Kingsdown's  Act  (24  &  25  Vict.  c.  114) 
has  been  already  pointed  out. 

Further,  by  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicil  is  meant  Change  of  Ux 
not  only  tho  law  of  his  domicil  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a^^  **  *^ 
bot  Ae  law  €d  the  time  of  his  death  of  his  domicil  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  In  Lynch  v.  Provteionai  Qovemment 
ofParoffuay  (a),  a  domiciled  Paraguayan  died  in  Paraguay, 
leaving  personal  property  in  England.  After  his  death 
all  his  property  wherever  situate  became  by  a  change  in 
Paraguayan  law  the  property  of  the  nation  of  Paraguay, 
and  his  will  became  by  the  same  law  absolutely  invalid. 
It  was  held,  however,  that  the  legatee  under  the  will  of  the 
property  in  England  was  entitled  to  probate  here  notwith- 
standing, and  that  no  retrospective  operation  could  be 
attributed  to  the  Paraguayan  decree.  ^  The  question  is," 
said  Lord  Penzance,  ''  in  what  sense  does  the  English  law 
adopt  the  law  of  the  domicil  ?  Does  it  adopt  the  law  of 
the  domicil  as  it  stands  at  the  time  of  the  death,  or  does  it 

(a)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  103 ;  Weetlake,  Priv.  Int  Law,  §  401 ;  Ai 
Bellmann'8  WiUy  L.  R.  2  Eq.  363. 

(6)  JDuchen  q/ Kingston's  Casey  cited. 2  Addams.  21. 

(e)  Curling  t.  TfiomUm,  2  Addams.  i21. 

(d)  Stanley  v.  Bemes,  3  Hagg.  Ecel.  373 ;  Moore  v.  Darelly  4  Hoeg.  Eccl. 
346 ;  Price  v.  Detohurst,  4  My.  &  Cr.  76 ;  De  Zichy  Ferraris  v.  Hertford, 
4  Moo.  P.  C.  339 ;  Laneuville  v.  Anderson,  2  SwI  &  Tr.  24. 

(c)  L.  B.  2  P.  &  D.  268. 
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Past  II.     undertake  to  adopt  and  giye  effect  to  all  retrospective 
fioPBRTT.    ^j^Qg^g  fj^^f^  fj^Q  legislative  aathority  of  the  foreign  ooontry 
Cap.  vil     may  make  in  that  law  ?    No  authority  has  been  cited  for 
this  latter  proposition,  and  in  principle  it  appears  both 
inconyenient  and  unjust    Inconrenient^  for  letters  of  ad- 
ministration or  probate  might  be  granted  in  this  country 
which  this  Court  might  afterwards  be  called  upon,  in  con- 
formity with  the  change  of  law  in  the  foreign  country,  to 
revoke.     UDJust,  because  those  entitled  to  the  succession 
might,  before  any  change,  haye  acted  directly  or  indirectly 
upon  the  existing  state  of  things,  and  find  their  interests 
seriously  compromised  by  the  altered  law.    As,  therefore, 
I  can  find  no  warrant  in  authority  or  principle  for  a  more 
extended  proposition,  I  must  hold  myself  limited  to  the 
adoption  and  application  of  this  proposition,  thax  the  law 
of  the  place  of  domicil  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  death 
ought  to  regulate  the  succession  to  the  deceased  in  this 
case."    The  rule  which  refers  all  questions  of  the  validity 
of  a  will  to  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicil  applies  not 
only  to  the  formal  requisites  of  execution,  but  to  all  objec- 
tions which  could  be  raised  in  the  Court  of  the  domiciL 
Where  the  will  of  th^  testatrix  had  been  duly  proved  in 
Jersey,  where  she  was  domiciled,  it  was  not  allowed  to  be 
impeached  in  the  Court  of  Probate  here  on  the  ground  that 
the  testatrix  was  of  unsound  mind  or  that  it  was  obtained 
by  undue  influence  (a). 
Testamentary      Where  a  power  of  appointment  by  will  to  personalty 
^pohitment    ^^  heen  given  under  English  law,  and  a  will  is  made  in 
by  will  •         pursuance  of  the  power  appointing  to  personalty  situate  in 
England,  in  conformity  with  the  English  law,  but  not  with 
the  law  of  the  testator's  domicil,  the  English  Court  of  Pro- 
bate, according  to  the  latest  decisions,  will  accept  the  will 
and  grant  probate  of  it  (b).    The  question,  however,  can 
hardly  be  said  to  be  in  a  satisfactory  condition.    According 
to  TcUnall  v.  Eankey  (e),  it  is  the  English  Court  of  Probate 

(a)  MiUer  v.  Jamesy  L.  R.  3  P.  &  D.  4. 

(h)  In  tlie  Goods  of  Halhjhurtony  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  90 ;  In  tft«  OoocU  o/ 
Alexafidcr,  29  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  93. 
(c)  2  Moo.  P.  C.  342. 
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which  in  such  a  case  must  pronoimoe  upon  the  testa-     PabtIL 

mentary  character  of  the  alleged  will.    It  does  not  clearly        

appear  by  what  law  it  is  to  guide  itself  in  so  doing,  though     Cap,  vn. 
Story  (a)y  and  apparently  Westlake  (b)y  assumes  that  by  what  law 
English  law  is  meant.  Lord  Penzance,  however,  appeared  ^  ^  ^""^ 
to  consider  that  according  to  this  case,  and  the  later  one 
of  Barnes  t.  Vincent  (0),  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  to 
inquire,  where  the  £nglish  law  was  applicable,  whether  the 
will  was  executed  according  to  the  Wills  Act,  and  where 
the  law  of  a  foreign  country  was  applicable,  whether  it  was 
executed  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicil  or  foreign 
country  (d).    The  cases  cited  appear  to  be  direct  authorities 
that  the  terms  of  the  power  in  such  cases  are  not  to  be 
looked  at  by  the  English  Court  of  Probate,  and  so  Lord 
Penzance  considered  them,  but  nerertheless  felt  himself 
compelled,  on  the  later  authority  of  Sir  C.  Cresswell  in  the 
case  of  In  the  Qoods  of  Alexander  («),  to  come  to  a  decision 
directly  opposed  to  them,  expressing  at  the  same  time  a 
preference  for  the  rule  of  the  law  of  the  domicil  in  such 
cases,  which  had  been  previously  approved  of  by  Sir  C. 
Cresswell  himself  in  the  case  of  Orookenden  v.  Fuller  (/). 
Probate  will  therefore  be  granted  in  such  cases  if  the  will 
be  executed  in  conformity  with  the  power,  without  refer- 
ence to  the  requirements  of  the  law  of  the  testator's 
domicil.     As  to  the  effect  of  such  grant  of  probate, 
Mr.  Farwell  says  in  his  note  to  TainaU  v.  Hankey  that  it 
would  conclude  anyone  from  objecting  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery  that  the  instrument  proved  was  not  the  will  of 
the  testator,  citing  D'Huart  v.  Harknese  (34  B.  324), 
Dolphin  V.  Bdbina  (7  H.  L.  C.  390),  and  calling  attention 
to  the  effect  of  Lord  Kingsdown's  Act  upon  such  cases  for 
the  future.    In  the  case  of  In  the  Ooods  of  EaOyburton^ 
the  will  having  been  made  in  Scotland  according  to  the 
English  form,  and  being  invalid  by  the  Scotch  law,  which 

(a)  CJonflict  of  Laws,  §  473  a.  (5)  Priv.  Int.  Law,  §  327. 

(c)  5  Moo.  P.  0.  201. 

{d)  In  the  Goods  of  Hallyburton,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  p.  93. 

(e)  29  li.  J.  P.  &  M.  93. 

(/)  29  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  1 ;  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  454. 
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Pabt  n.  w«8  that  of  the  domioil  of  the  testatrix,  was  not  affected  bjr 
_!!!  '    the  second  section  of  Lord  Eingsdown's  Act  (24  &  25  Vict. 

CAP.vn,  e.  114,  s.  2).  According  to  D'Huart  v.  Harhnsss  (a)  a 
power  given  by  will  to  appoint  to  personalty  '^  by  a  will 
duly  executed  "  is  well  exercised  by  a  will  good  according 
to  the  law  of  the  country  of  the  testator's  domicil,  though 
ill  executed  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  where  the 
personalty  is  situated,  and  where  the  original  testator  was 
domiciled.  Probate  had  been  granted  in  England  to  the 
will  which  purported  to  appoint.  Lord  Bomilly  said  in 
that  case  *^  The  power  must  be  exercised  by  a  will  valid 
according  to  the  law  of  England ;  but  the  law  of  England 
admits  tJae  validity  of  two  classes  of  wills,  namely,  wills 
executed  in  accordance  with  the  English  statute,  and  wills 
of  persons  domiciled  abroad  executed  according  to  the  law 
of  their  domicil ;  and  wills  of  the  latter  class  effectually 
dispose  of  personal  property  in  England.  The  cases  which 
have  been  cited  decide  that  such  powers  as  these  may  be 
executed  by  wills  of  the  former  class,  although  the  testa- 
tor dies  domiciled  abroad,  but  there  is  no  decision  that 
they  may  not  also  be  exercised  by  wills  of  the  latter  class. 
On  the  contrary,  the  law  takes  a  broad  view,  and  allows 
the  execution  of  such  powers  by  a  will  which  is  executed 
in  conformity  either  with  the  law  of  England  or  with  the 
law  of  the  testator's  domicil "  (b).  The  cases  cited  to  which 
Lord  Bomilly  referred  were  TainaU  v.  Hcmkey  and  In  ike 
OoocU  of  Alexcmder  (c\  and  his  view  of  the  law  as  there 
laid  down  has  been  since  confirmed,  as  already  mentioned, 
by  Lord  Penzance  in  In  the  Goods  of  Hattybvaian  (d) ;  but 
Lord  Penzance's  criticisms  on  the  principle  lie  felt  com- 
pelled to  follow  would  detract  from  tiie  weight  of  the 
authority  in  a  Court  of  Appeal.  Where  an  instrument 
was  executed  purporting  to  be  in  exercise  of  a  power  of 
appointment  by  will,  and  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  in  1834, 
determined  that  it  was  a  valid  will,  and  admitted  it  to  pro- 

(a)  3t  L.  J.  Ch.  311. 

(6)  jyHuart  v.  Harkmss,  34  L.  J.  Cli.  311,  813. 

(c)  2  Moo.  P.  C.  342 ;  29  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  93. 

(d)  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  90. 
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bate.  Sir  John  Leach^  in  a  snit  in  Chancery  involving  the     Past  il 

same    question,  though  not  strictly  between  the  same        

parties,  held  that  the  validity  of  the  instrament  as  a  will  Cat,  vn. 
oonld  not  be  contested  (a).  The  judgment  recognised  was 
of  course  the  judgment  of  a  Court  created  by  the  same 
sovereign  jurisdiction ;  but  the  principles  of  international 
law  would  seem  to  require  a  similar  recognition,  at  any 
rate  in  suits  between  parties  or  privies,  if  the  tribunal 
which  pronounced  upon  the  will  had  been  a  foreign  Court, 
in  the  country  where  the  deceased  was  domiciled  (b). 

As  to  the  interprebUion  and  eon$true^ion  of  wills  of  per*  Constraotlon 
Bonal  estate,  there  is  no  doubt  at  aU  but  that  the  law  of  ^yables. 
the  domicil  speaks  alone  (e),  unless  there  is  suflScient  on 
the  face  of  the  will  to  shew  a  different  intention  in  the 
testator,  and  this  not  only  in  the  forum  donUeilii  but 
wherever  such  questions  arise  (d).  In  Enohin  v.  Wyliey 
Lord  Westbnry  says,  ^'  All  questions  of  testacy  and  intes- 
tacy bdong  to  the  judge  of  the  domicil.  To  the  Court  of 
the  domicil  belongs  the  interpretation  and  construction  of 
the  will  of  the  testator  "  (e).  Where  a  testator  domiciled 
in  England  devised  personalty  in  trust  for  A.  for  life, 
remainder  to  his  children  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  A 
acquired  a  French  domicil,  and  became  the  father  of 
a  daoghter  legitimate  by  French  but  not  by  English  law, 
it  was  held  by  Lord  flatherley  that  the  word  **  children  " 
was  to  be  construed  according  to  the  law  of  England,  and 
that  A.  s  daughter  took  nothing  under  the  will  (/)«  In 
bis  judgment  Lord  Hatherley  said,  ''The  will  must  be 
construed  according  to  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicil. 
That  is  a  proposition  for  which  I  need  refer  to  no  autho- 
rities . .  •  •  When  the  testator  speaks  of  the  children  of  his 
nephew,  he  does  so  simpliGiier,  and  he  must  mean  such 

(a)  Douglas  v.  Ck)oper,  3  My.  &  K,  878. 
(&)  See  in/raj  Chap.  XI. 

(c)  Yatea  T.  Thoinp$on,  3  CI.  &  F. ;  Snohin  v.  Wylie,  10  H.  L.  C.  1  ; 
AnHruther  ▼.  Chalmer,  2  Sim.  1. 

(d)  Trotter  y.  Trotterj  4  Bligh.  N.  S.  502 ;  3  Wila.  A  S.  407. 

(e)  10  H.  L.  C.  18. 

(/)  BoyeJi  V.  Bedale,  1  H.  &  M.  798;  Goodman  v.  Ooodman,  3  Giff. 
G43. 
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persons  as  the  law  of  England  would  legard  as  the 
nephew's  children.  The  testator  cannot  be  assumed  to 
know  that  there  is  any  other  kind  of  child  extant  **  (a). 
Be  WrigMs  TrusU  (&)»  which  had  oome  before  the  same 
judge  some  years  preyiouBly,  was  decided  upon  a  different 
gronndy  as  it  was  there  held  that  by  neither  of  the  confliet- 
ing  laws — 1.6.,  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  testator  and  the 
law  of  the  domicil  of  the  claimant — was  the  child  legiti"* 
mate,  and  it  was  therefore  unnecessary  to  say  whether  or 
not  the  law  which  was  entitled  to  construe  the  will  was 
paramount  In  AnstnUher  v.  Ohahner  {e)^  a  Scotch  lady 
died  domiciled  in  England,  having  made  a  will  in  the 
Scotch  form  whilst  on  a  visit  to  Scotland.  The  universal 
legatee  having  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  his 
representative  became  entitled  by  Scotch  law.  It  was 
held  however  that  the  law  of  England  must  govern  the 
construction,  and  that  the  gift  consequently  lapsed.  Simi* 
larly  technical  expressions  or  words  of  quantity  or  value  in 
a  will  are  to  be  interpreted  as  they  would  be  in  the  Courts 
of  the  testator's  domicil.  The  cases  on  this  part  of  the 
subject  are  so  fally  discussed  in  Story,  that  it  is  unne* 
cessary  to  do  more  than  refer  to  them  here  (d). 

As  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicil,  when  left  to  itself, 
will  decide  all  questions  connected  with  the  construction 
and  effect  of  his  will  that  were  not  expressly  oontem^ 
plated,  so  any  attempt  by  the  testator  himself  to  evade 
the  provisions  of  that  law  will  be  futile.  Thus,  in  Hog  v. 
LcL8hley{e\  it  was  held  that  though  the  personalty  referred 


(a)  So  in  SkoUowe  v.  Young,  L.  R.  11  Eq.  474,  the  children  of  a  testator 
domiciled  in  France,  who  had  been  legitimated  per  aubseqtiena  mcUrimO' 
nium  according  to  French  law,  were  held  liable  to  pay  legacy  dnty  only  at 
the  rate  fixed  by  the  Legacy  Duty  Acts  for  legitimate  chUdien. 

(b)  2  K.  &  J.  595. 

(c)  2  Sim.  1 ;  see  Yates  v.  Thompson,  3  CI.  &  F.  544,  569 ;  Ommaney  v. 
Bingham,  3  Hagg.  Ecd.  414,  n. 

(j)  Pierson  v.  Gamett,  2  Bro.  Ch.  38 ;  Malcolm  v.  Martin,  3  Bro.  Ch.  50; 
Saunden  t.  Drake,  2  Atk.  465;  WalUs  v.  BrighhoeU,  2  P.  Wms.  88; 
Lansdoum  t.  Lansdoum,  2  Bligh.  60 ;  Laneuville  v.  Anderson,  2  Sw.  &  Tr. 
24 ;  Stewart  Y.  Gameit,  3  Sim.  398.  As  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  ignoring  the  rate  of  exchange,  see  Cockerell  v.  Barber,  16  Yes. 
461 ;  Campbell  y.  Graham,  1  Buss.  &  My.  453. 

(e)  6  Bro.  P.  C.  577 ;  3  Hagg.  Eccl.  415. 
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to  by  the  will  was  locally  situate  in  England,  a  Scotch  tea-     Pabt  n. 
tator  oonld  not  exclude  his  children  from  the  legiiim  or    ^^^^^* 
share  in  it  given  imperatively  by  the  Scotch  law.    Simi-    Cap.  vn. 
larly,  in  Omnumey  v.  Bingham  {a\  the  law  of  the  tesp 
tator's  domidl  was  referred  to  in  order  to  decide  whether 
or  not  a  condition  in  restraint  of  marriage,  with  a  bequest 
over,  was  void. 

A  question  has  often  arisen  as  to  what  wills  are  entitled  FoTeign  wills, 
to  probate  in  the  English  Court,  and  it  appears  to  be  now  ^  p^^te? 
settled  that  a  will  disposing  solely  of  property  situate 
abroad  will  not  be  admitted  to  probate  here,  unless  it 
is  incorporated  by  reference  in  another  will  entitled  to 
probate  on  its  own  account,  as  disposing  of  property  within 
this  jurisdiction  (&).  Unless  so  incorporated,  it  is  not 
entitled  to  probate  here  (c).  But  it  seems  that  a  mere 
menti<»L  in  the  English  will  of  an  intention  to  ratify 
and  confirm  the  foreign  one  will  be  sufficient  to  incor- 
porate it,  so  as  to  entitle  it  to  probate  (^Z).  And  where 
1^  testator  expressed  a  distinct  intention,  in  a  will  dis- 
posing of  British  property,  that  it  should  be  regarded  as 
independent  of  and  disconnected  from  his  general  will, 
which  disposed  of  other  property  in  America  at  much 
greater  length,  Sir  J.  Hannen  allowed  the  English  will  to 
be  admitted  to  probate  alone,  an  anthenticated  copy  of  the 
American  will  and  codicils  being  ordered  to  be  filed  in  the 
registry^  and  a  note  of  such  filing  appended  to  the  English 
probate  (e). 

A  foreign  grant  of  probate  granted  by  the  competent  ^^^'^^^  s^^t 
Court,  ije.f  the  Court  of  the  domicil  of  the  deceased,  will  be  foij^ed  by 
followed  by  the  English  Court  of  Probate  when  application  English 
is  made  for  a  grant  of  probate  or  administration  with  the 
will  annexed  bere.(/).    In  the  case  of  In  the  Goods  of 
Earl  (/)  the  person  who  had  obtained  probate  as  executrix 

(a)  6  Vee.  757 ;  8  Hagg.  Eccl.  414. 

(5)  Ii^  the  Goods  of  Lord  Howdeny  43  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  27. 

(e)  In  the  Goods  of  Good,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  449. 

id)  In  the  Goods  of  Harris,  Ij,B.  2  V.  &  B.  88;  39  L.  J.  P.  ft  M.  48; 
In  the  Goods  ofDela  Saussaye,  L.  B.  3  P.  &  D.  48;  42  L.  J.  P.  3c  M.  47. 

(e)  In  the  Goods  of  Astor,  L.  R,  1  P.  D.  150. 

(/)  In  the  Goods  of  Earl,  L.  B.  1  P.  ft  D.  450;  In'ihe  Goods  of  Hilly 
L.  B.  2  P.  ft  D.  89;  infra,  p.  200. 
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PawpIL  from  the  Court  of  the domioil  in  New  South  Wales  was  not 
Vaormr.  ^j^^j^^  ^^  ^j^^  grant  here,  but  the  Court  granted  her  ad- 
Oap.  vil  ministration  with  the  will  annexed,  under  the  discretionary 
power  conferred  upon  it  by  20  &  21  Vict  c.  77,  s.  73. 
Lord  Penzance,  in  reviewing  the  previous  decisions  on  the 
subject,  said,  ^  The  result  of  the  cases  (a)  is  that  in  the 
Prerogative  Court  the  tendency  was  to  follow  the  foreign 
grant  where  it  could  be  done,  but  there  was  a  reluctance 
to  lay  down  any  general  rule  on  the  matter;  while  the  de- 
cisions in  the  Court  of  Probate  have  militated  against  the 
rule  of  following  the  foreign  grant."  Lord  Pensance, 
after  having  referred  to  the  dicta  of  Lord  Westbury  on  the 
subject  in  Enohin  v.  Wylie  (b)y  proceeded  to  say  that 
he  thought  the  Court  ought  to  act  upon  the  special  power 
given  to  it  by  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77,  s.  73,  and  make  a  grant 
in  all  such  cases  to  the  person  who  had  been  clothed 
by  the  Court  of  the  country  of  domicil  with  the  power  and 
duty  of  administering  the  estate,  no  matter  who  he  was  or 
on  what  ground  he  had  been  clothed  with  that  power. 
The  same  principle  was  adopted  in  the  case  of  In  the  QoodB 
of  Hill  (o),  where  administration  de  bonis  had  been  granted 
in  America  to  those  who  applied  for  a  similar  grant  here, 
the  testatrix  having  died  domiciled  in  America,  and  there 
being  personal  estate  unadministered  in  this  country. 
Snooesrion  to  (b.)  Succession  to  Movable  Personal  Property  hy  operation 
SSITtoto^  o/  Law. — It  will  have  been  already  gathe^d  from  what 
g)vemed  by  has  been  said  as  to  the  law  which  governs  the  disposition 
of  personal  chattels  by  will,  that  the  same  principle  of 
the  lex  domicilii  applies  to  succession  to  personal  chattels 
ah  intestato.  The  words  of  Lord  Westbury,  cited  above  (d), 
in  Enohin  v.  Wylie  («),  are  as  applicable  to  cases  of  suc- 
cession ah  inteetato  as  to  those  of  testacy.    *^  It  is  now  put 

(a)  Larpent  v.  Sindry,  1  Hagg.  Eocl.  383 ;  In  the  Good*  of  Read,  1  Hagg. 
Eocl.  476;  Counter  lyAcuriha's  Case,  I  Hagg.  Eool.  237;  Dtksftest  of 
Orleans  Case,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  253 ;  28  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  129 ;  Viesoa  t.  ITAram^ 
bum,  2  Curt.  280 ;  In  the  Goods  of  Stewwi,  1  Curt  904 ;  In  (he  Goods  of 
Hogeraon,  2  Curt.  656. 

(fe)  10  H.  L.  O.  115. 

(c)  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  89;  so  In  the  Goods  of  SmiOi,  16  W.  R.  1130. 

id)  Supra,  p.  183.  (c)  10  U.  L.  O.  13. 
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beyond  all  possibility  of  question  that  the  adooinistration  Pabt  n. 
of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person  belongs  to  the  Court  '°^"^'* 
of  the  country  where  the  deceased  was  domiciled  at  the  Cap.  YIL 
time  of  his  death.  All  questions  of  testacy  and  intestacy 
belong  to  the  judge  of  the  domiclL  To  determine  who 
are  the  next  of  kin  or  heirs  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
testator  is  the  prerogatire  of  the  jadge  of  the  domicil.  In 
short,  the  Court  of  the  domicil  is  the  f(yrvm  c<mcmr9as^  to 
which  the  legatees  under  the  will  of  a  testator,  or  the 
parties  entitled  to  distribution  of  the  estate  of  an  intes* 
tate,  are  required  to  resort."  The  result  of  the  cases 
preTious  to  1801  was  stated  in  that  year  by  Sir  R  Arden» 
M.B.,  as  being  to  the  same  effect.  '^  The  first  rule  is,  that 
the  succession  to  the  personal  estate  of  an  intestate  is  to 
be  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  country  of  which  he  was  a 
domiciled  inhabitant  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  without 
any  regard  whatsoeyer  to  the  place  either  of  the  birth  or 
the  death,  or  the  situation  of  the  property  at  that 
time  "  (a).  Thus,  it  is  olear  that  the  law  of  the  domicil  is  Persons 
the  proper  law  to  decide  who  are  the  persons  entitled  to  roooeed  on 
administration,  or  succeed  to  personal  chattels  ah  inteztaio.  intestacy. 
In  Doglioni  y.  Crispin  Q>)  the  intestate  died  domiciled  in 
Portugal,  and  the  Portuguese  Court  had  decided  upon  the 
question  of  his  rank  in  that  country,  finding  that  he  was 
a  fion  or  plebeian,  to  whose  succession  on  intestacy  his 
natural  son  hbb  entitled  to  succeed.  By  this  judgment, 
the  House  of  Lords  held  that  the  English  Courts  were 
bound.  So  where  the  Court  of  the  domicil  at  the  time  of 
death  grants  administration  to  one  who  by  the  law  of  that 
country  is  entitled  to  the  grant,  the  English  Court,  in 
making  a  grant  of  administration  as  to  property  situate 

(a)  In  ScmervHU  t.  Somermlle,  5  Yes.  786.  Other  authorities  to  the 
same  effect  on  the  general  question  are :  Pipon  v.  Pipon^  Ambl.  25 ;  Thome 
V.  WiUki%$,  2  Yes.  35 ;  Sai  t.  Worsmck,  1  H.  Bl.  690 ;  Bdlftmr  y.  SooU, 
6  Bro.  P.  C.  550 ;  Brtice  v.  Bruce,  2  B.  &  P.  229,  n.;  HutUer  ▼.  PatUy 
4  T.  R.  182;  Potter  v.  Brown,  5  East,  180;  Thomion  v.  Curiing,  8  Sim. 
310 ;  Price  v.  Detokurtt,  8  Sim.  279 ;  and  amon^  the  more  recent  casee, 
JDo^UmU  v.  CHspin,  L.  B.  1  H.  L.  SOI ;  In  <^  GoodM  of  Weaver,  36  L.  J. 
P.  k  M.  41. 

(ft)  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  301. 

O  2 
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Fait  n.     in  England,  will  follow  the  foreign  grant  (a).    And  the 
*    law  of  the  domicil  will  prerail  as  to  what  is  snfiksient  to 

Caf.  VIL  oonatitote  kinship ;  so  that  where  the  intestate  died  domi* 
ciled  in  England,  leaving  debts  and  choses  in  action 
reeoTerable  in  Scotland,  the  English  rale  as  to  kindred 
by  half  blood,  and  not  the  Bootch,  was  followed  (b).  So 
legitimacy  is  to  be  decided  by  the  same  law ;  and  where 
an  intestate  dies  domiciled  in  England,  no  person  can 
share  in  his  personalty,  either  directly  or  by  representa- 
tion, who  is  not  legitimate  by  English  law  (e).  The  con- 
verse case  arose  in  SkcUowe  y.  Yowig  (d),  wh^e  the  pn^ 
ceeds  of  land  devised  by  a  British  subject  domiciled  in 
France,  on  trust  to  sell  and  pay  the  proceeds  to  his 
daughters  bom  of  a  French  mother  before  marriage,  but 
afterwards  legitimated  according  to  French  law,  were  held 
liable  to  legacy  duty  at  £1  per  cent,  only,  that  being  the 
rate  fixed  by  the  L^acy  Duty  Act  for  legacies  to  the 
testator's  legitimate  children.  The  distinction  between 
cases  of  distribution  on  intestacy,  which  are  to  be  governed 
by  the  law  of  the  intestate's  domicil,  and  those  in  which 
the  real  question  is  how  far  the  operation  of  the  lex  aiiuB 
on  his  real  property  shall  prevail,  is  well  seen  in  two 
cases  cited  by  Sir  W.  Grant  in  Brodis  v.  Barry  (e).  In 
the  first  the  intestate's  domicil  was  English,  and  it  was 
accordingly  held  that  the  next  of  kin  took  his  personalty 
by  English  law,  so  that  the  Scotch  heir  was  not  obliged  to 
bring  the  Scotch  realty  into  hotchpot,  in  order  to  claim 
his  share,  as  the  Scotch  law  would  have  compelled  him  to 
do  (/).  In  the  other  case,  where  the  domicil  was  also 
English,  it  was  held  that  the  personalty  was  not  liable  to 
be  called  upon  to  exonerate  Scotch  real  estates  from  debts 
to  which  it  alone  was  liable  by  Scotch  law,  although  the 
English  law  would  have  imposed  such  a  burden  upon 

(a)  In  the  Goods  of  Weaver,  86  L.  J.  P.  &H.  41 ;  In  theGoodUof  HilL 
L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  89 ;  Burr  v.  Cole,  Ambl.  416. 

(b)  Thome  v.  Watkins,  2  Yes.  Sen.  35. 

(e)  Per  Lord  Hatherley  in  Boyea  y.  Bedaie,  1  H.  &  M.  805. 
Id)  L.  B.  11  £q.  474;  aee  Wailace  y.  Attomey-Generaly  L.  B.  I  Gb.  1 
at  p.  8. 
(e)  2  Ve8.  &  B.  131.  (/)  Balfour  y.  SooO,  6  Bio.  P.  C.  550. 
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Engbsh  land  (a).    Obviously  this  decision  does  not  touch     Past  n. 
the  claim  of  the  lex  domicilii  to  govern  all  questions  that  ^*"^^'- 
ftfiect  the  personalty  only,  and  in  accordance  with  this    Oap.VII- 
general  principle,  it  was  held  in  Hoff  y.  LasKletf  (h)  that  a 
Scotch  testator  could  not  exclude  his  children  from  the 
leffiHm  or  share  in  his  personalty  given  to  them  by  the 
Scotch  law,  though  the  property  was  situate  in  England. 
In  Ommomey  y.  Bingham  (c)  it  was  decided  that  the  law 
of  the  testator's  domicil  determined  whether  or  not  a 
<»ndition  in  restraint  of  marriage  with  a  bequest  over  was 
void.    These  two  last  cases  properly  come  under  the  head 
of  succession  to  personal  property  by  will ;  but  the  princi- 
ples regulating  the  two  branches  of  the  subject  are  almost 
identical^  and  they  are  virtnally  authorities  for  the  general 
principle,  that  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  those  entitled 
to  succeed  to  the  movable  personalty  of  a  deceased  person 
are  governed  by  the  law  of  his  domicil.    The  duties  of 
executors,  and  administrators  will  be  considered  immedi- 
ately. 

(c.)  Bight  and  Title  of  the  Personal  Bepresentative. —  Title  of 
Closely  connected  with  the  subject  of  succession  to  per-  ^^opwJ- 
sonal  chattels  either  by  will  or  ab  intestato,  come  the  ministrator. 
principles  by  which  these  personal  chattels  are  collected 
and  made  available  for  the  purposes  of  succession,  after 
clearing  the  estate  of  the  deceased  from  all  burdens  and 
claims.  In  cases  where  all  the  personal  chattels  of  the 
deceased  are  in  one  country,  and  that  country  the  country 
of  his  domicil,  no  difficulty  arises ;  and  the  personal  repre- 
sentative who  is  appointed  by  the  domiciliary  Court  either 
to  execute  the  will  or  to  administer  the  estate,  as  the  case 
may  be,  takes  possession  of  all  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
by  the  authority  of  the  Court  which  appointed  him,  and 
deals  with  it  in  accordance  with  the  law  which  that  Court 
enforces.  Bat  in  many  cases  it  happens  that  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  deceased  is  not  situate  in  the  country  of 

(o)  Dnanmond  v.  Drummond,  6  Bro.  P.  C.  601. 
Ih)  6  Bro.  P.  C.  577;  S  Hagg.  Eccl.  415. 
(c)  5  Ves.  757 ;  3  Hagg.  Eccl.  414. 
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his  domicfly  or  not  wholly  ao  situate;  and  it  ia  plain, 
firsty  that  some  other  authority  than  that  of  the  Court  of 
the  domioil  is  necessary  to  enable  any  representative  of 
the  deceased  to  take  possession  of  it ;  and  secondly,  that 
there  will  be  in  many  cases  a  conflict  of  law  as  to  the 
principles  by  which  he  should  be  guided  in  dealing 
with  it. 

The  first  general  principle  which  can  be  laid  down  on 
the  subject  is  that  a  foreign  grant  of  probate  or  letters  of 
administration  is  intra-territorial  only  in  its  operation, 
and  that  the  title  so  conferred  extends  only  as  of  right  to 
personal  estate  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  govemmeot 
which  granted  it  (a).  Consequently  to  entitle  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  a  man  who  has  died  abroad  to  take 
possession  of  personal  estate  here,  he  must  prove  the  will 
or  take  out  letters  of  administration  here  as  well  as  in  the 
country  of  the  domicil  (6).  This  rule  extends  to  choees 
in  action^  it  being  an  established  rule  (c)  that  in  order  to 
sue  in  any  court  of  this  country  in  respect  of  the  personal 
rights  or  property  of  a  deceased  person,  the  plaintiff  must 
appear  to  have  obtained  probate  or  letters  of  administra- 
tion in  the  Court  of  Probate  of  this  country.  Thus,  where 
a  company  is  being  wound  up  in  an  English  Court  no  per- 
sonal representative  of  a  creditor  can  establish  his  debt 
without  an  English  probate  or  letters  of  administration, 
though  the  deceased  creditor  was  domiciled  abroad  (c2). 
Even  a  stop-order  cannot  be  obtained  without  complying 
with  this  requisite  (6).  But  an  English  grant  of  probate 
or  administration  properly  obtained  here  is  by  the  English 
Courts  regarded  as  extending  to  all  the  personal  property 
of  the  deceased,  wherever  situate   at  the  time  of  his 


(o)  story,  §  512. 

(ft)  Xetf  T.  Moore,  Palm.  163;  Towion  y.  Flower,  3  P.  WniB.  369;  Va/tt- 
ihienen  v.  Vauthimenf  Fitzgib.  204 ;  Le  Briton  y.  Le  QuemCj  2  Ob&  temp. 
Lee,  261 ;  Attorney-General  v.  Bouwens,  4  M.  4fe  W^.  193. 

(o)  WiUiamB  on  Executors,  i.  862 ;  Aitomey^Oeneral  t.  Bouwens^  4  H.  & 
W.  193;  Tyler  v.  Bell,  2  My.  &  Cr.  89;  Attorney- General  t.  Cockerell, 
1  Price,  179;  Whyte  v.  Bose,  3  Q.  B.  507;  Enohin  v.  Wylie,  10  H.  L.  0. 
19;  Macmahon  y.  Baidings,  16  Sim.  429  ;  Carter  y.  Cro/ta,  Godb.  33. 

(d)  PaHington  y.  AUomey-General  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  100. 

(e)  Christian  y.  Devereuz,  12  Sim.  264. 
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death  (d),  at  least  in  such  a  sense  that  a  representative     Pabv  n. 

duly  oonstitated  in  England  may  sue  in  England  in  rela-  '     

tion  to  foreign  assets ;  and  in  a  case  before  Sir  J.  Nicholi  (b),  ^^^*  ^^^ 
where  a  domiciled  Englishman  died  in  France,  leaving 
two  testamentary  papers  relating  to  personalty  there,  and 
the  first  of  them  also  to  personalty  and  realty  in  England,  « 
his  widow  was  granted  administration  with  both  papers 
annexed,  though  a  doubt  was  expressed  whether  and  in 
what  sense  sach  administration  extended  to  the  French 
property.  This  c*ase  was  followed  by  Sir  C.  Gresswell  in 
In  the  Goods  of  Winter  (c),  but  the  trne  rule  on  the  point, 
as  has  been  already  stated,  was  laid  down  in  the  later 
cases  cited  above  (d) ;  and  now  it  may  be  taken  that  a 
will  disposing  solely  of  property  situate  abroad  will  not 
be  admitted  to  probate  here  unless  it  is  incorporated  by 
reference  in  another  will  entitled  to  probate  here  as  dis- 
posing of  property  within  the  jurisdiction ;  though  a  mere 
mention  in  the  Enc^lish  will  of  an  intention  to  ratify  and 
confirm  the  other  will  be  sufficient.  To  support  a  right  of 
action,  however,  a  grant  of  representation  or  probate  in 
England  is  only  necessary  where  the  plaintiff  is  suing  qua 
personal  representative,  in  the  right  of  the  deceased  (e). 
Thus,  where  a  foreign  administrator  has  already  obtained  a 
judgment  abroad  against  an  English  debtor  of  his  intestate, 
he  may  prove  in  England  against  the  estate  of  that  debtor,  if 
since  dead,  without  taking  out  English  administration  to  his 
own  intestate  (/).  And  in  granting  probate  to  the  executor  Foreisn  grant 
of  a  person  who  has  died  domiciled  abroad,  it  is  tlie  duty  of  fouowed  by 
the  Court  of  Probate,  in  accordance  with  the  comity  of  English 
nations,  to  follow  the  grant  (if  any)  made  by  the  competent 
Court  of  the  domicil  (^).     In  accordance  with  this  prin- 

(a)  Whyte  t.  £o86,3  Q.  B.  498, 507 ;  Soarth  y.  Bishop  of  London,  1  Hagg. 
EocL  625. 
(6)  Spratt  V.  Harris,  4  Hagg.  Eocl.  405,  409. 

(c)  30  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  56. 

(d)  In  the  Goods  of  Lord  Howden,  43  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  27 ;  In  the  Goods  of 
Coode,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  449;  In  the  Goods  of  HarrU,  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  83; 
39  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  48;  In  the  Goods  of  De  la  Saussaye,  L.  B.  3  P.  &  D.  43 ; 
42  L,  J.  P.  &  M.  47, 

(fl)  Vanqudin  v.  Bouard,  15  0.  B.  N.S.  841. 

(/)  Macniehol  v.  Macnichot,  L.  B.  19  £q.  81. 

(i)  Enohin  v.  Wylie,  10  H.  L.  0. 1, 14 ;  ante,  p.  193. 
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PamII.     ciple^  it  has  been  tbe  praeticoi  upon  the  production  of  an 
'    exemplified  or  certified  copy  of  the  probate  granted  I^ 

^^'^^'  the  proper  Court  of  the  domicil,  for  the  English  Court  to 
make  its  own  grant  of  probate  to  the  executor  who  proved 
there  (a).  And  the  doubt  expreBsed  as  to  the  expediency 
of  the  practice  by  Sir  J.  Nicholl  in  Larp&tU  v.  Sindry 
and  In  the  Goods  of  Bead  (b)  must  now  be  regarded  as  set 
at  rest  by  the  judgments  of  Lord  Westbury  and  Lord 
Cranworth  in  Enohin  ▼.  Wylie.  So  where  the  Court  of  the 
domicil  has  decreed  that  the  time  limited  by  its  law  for 
the  execution  of  the  executorship  has  passed,  and  that  the 
executor  has  no  more  right  to  intermeddle  in  the  estate 
of  tbe  testator  as  against  the  persons  beneficially  interested, 
the  Court  held  itself  bound  by  such  decree,  and  refused  to 
grant  probate  as  to  English  persoualty  to  such  executor  (c). 
Similarly  in  granting  ancillary  administration,  the  Court 
will  follow  a  grant  already  made  in  the  Court  of  the 
domicil,  and  in  granting  original  administration,  will  guide 
itself  by  the  law  of  that  Court  {d).  But  in  In  <i^  Goods  of 
OosncAam  (e),  Lord  Penzance  said  that  the  Court  would 
not  follow  a  foreign  grant  so  as  to  treat  the  claimant  as 
executor  to  the  tenor  of  a  will,  where  he  did  not  appear 
to  it  to  be  entitled  to  such  a  grant,  but  admitted  that  the 
foreign  grant  should  be  followed  so  far  as  to  treat  the  deed 
as  testamentary,  and  eventually  granted  the  claimant 
administration  with  the  will  annexed  under  the  discretion- 
ary power  given  by  20  &  21  Vict,  c  77,  &  73*  Li  a  later 
case,  the  same  judge  used  language  not  quite  consistent 
with  this  decision,  saying,  ^'I  have  before  acted  on  the 
general  principle  that  where  the  Court  of  the  country  of 
tbe  domicil  of  the  deceased  makes  a  grant  to  a  party,  who 

(a)  In  Oie  Oooda  of  ClarJce,  86  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  72;  Larpeni  v.  Sindry, 

1  Uagg.  382 ;  In'the  Goods  of  Cringan^  1  Hagg.  549 ;  In  the  Goods  of  Mioboo, 

2  Add.  461;  Viesoa  v.  D'Arambum,  2  Curt.  277;  In  the  Goods  of  Hen- 
derson, 2  Bobert.  144 ;  In  the  Goods  of  Smith,  2  Robert  832. 

(h)  1  Hagg.  474. 

(e)  LaneuviUe  t.  Anderson,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  24 ;  see  Oritfpin  y.  Doglioni, 

3  Sw.  &  Tr.  96 ;  S.O.  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  301. 

id)  Williama  on  Executors,  i.  430 ;  Enohin  v.  WyUej  10  H.  L.  C.  1,  and 
cases  cited  in  note  (a), 
(e)  L.  B.  1  P.  &  D.  Ib3. 
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then  o6mefl  to  this  Court  'and  satisfies  it  that  by  the  proper     Past  n. 

Pbopebtt 

authority  of  his  own  country,  he  has  been  aathorized  to        

administer  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  I  ought,  without    Cap.  VIL 
further  consideration,  to  grant  power  to  that  person  to 
administer  the  English  assets  '*  (a). 

In  the  case  of  In  the  Goods  of  Weaver  (6),  the  principle 
of  following  a  foreign  grant  of  administration  was  recog- 
nised, but  the  Court  refused  to  extend  it  so  far  as  to  follow 
a  grant  made  to  a  nominee  of  the  person  entitled,  except 
upon  the  express  consent  of  the  latter,  there  being  nothing 
to  shew  that  the  consent  giyen  to  the  appointment  of  the 
nominee,  as  to  the  goods  in  the  country  of  the  domicil,  was 
intended  to  apply  also  to  goods  situate  here.  As  to  the 
evidence  required  by  the  English  Court  of  the  will  upon 
which  foreign  probate  has  been  granted,  a  translation  of 
the  will  proved  in  the  foreign  Court  should  be  adduced ; 
and  where  the  document  used  in  that  foreign  Court  was 
itself  a  translation  from  an  English  original,  a  re-translation 
of  that  translation  is  the  proper  document  to  produce ; 
though  it  is,  of  course,  open  to  those  seeking  English 
probate  to  claim  it  on  the  ground  that  the  will  is  valid  by 
the  law  of  the  foreign  domicil,  without  reference  to  the 
foreign  decree,  in  which  case  the  original  English  will,  or 
a  copy  of  it,  should  be  used  (c).  In  the  words  of  Hannen, 
J.,  ^  If  this  Court  is  to  give  credit  to  a  foreign  Court  for 
having  duly  investigated  all  the  facts  of  a  case  upon  which 
it  founds  its  decree,  it  must  also  assume  that  it  has  satisfied 
itself  of  the  accuracy  of  the  document  upon  which  it 
proceeds  "  (d). 

Under  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  121,  when  subjects  of  foreign  statutory 
States  shall  die  in  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  and  there  ^^^^^^ 
shall  be  no  person  to  administer  their  estates,  the  consuls  tration  by 
of  such  foreign  States  shall  administer,  and  shall  be  entitled  ^ 
to  obtain  from  the  proper  Court  letters  of  administration 

(a)  In  the  Goods  of  HiU,  L.  B.  2  P.  ft  D.  89. 
(&)  86  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  41. 

(c)  In  the  Goods  of  Deshais  vnd  In  the  Goode  of  Vigny.i  8w.  &  Tr,  15. 
id)  In  the  Goods  of  Rule,  Weekly  Notes,  Feb.  9, 1878,  p.  82.    See  also 
In  the  Goods  of  Clarke,  36  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  72. 
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PabtII.  of  the  effects  of  such  deceased  perBon,  limited  in  such 
^^L_  '  manner  and  for  such  time  as  the  Court  shall  think  fit. 
Cap.  VH  These  provisions,  however,  are  only  to  apply  to  the  sabjects 
of  such  foreign  States  as  shall  be  specified  by  order  in 
Council,  with  whom  agreement  shall  have  been  made  by 
treaty  for  securing  similar  rights  to  British  subjects  and 
British  consuls  within  their  dominions.  Apart  from  this 
statute,  the  law  of  this  country  will  not^  it  seems,  recognise 
the  right  of  a  foreign  consul  to  take  possession  of  or 
administer  the  property  of  a  foreigner  dying  here,  who  is 
domiciled  in  his  own  country,  even  though  none  of  those 
otherwise  entitled  object  to  the  grant  (a).  When  a  grant  of 
Foreign  ad-  administration  has  been  once  made,  the  person  who  has 
~^not  ^  received  it  is  the  person  bound  to  administer  the  effects 
toanBfer  their  ^f  the  deceased  within  the  jurisdiction,  and  it  makes  no 
difference  that  he  may  have  consented  to  the  appointment 
of  another  representative  in  the  Court  of  the  domicil. 
Thus  in  Preston  v.  MdvUU  (6),  the  persons  named  as 
trustees  and  executors  in  the  will  of  a  domiciled  Scotchman 
having  declined  to  act,  his  next  of  kin  obtained  letters 
of  administration  of  his  personal  estate  in  England  from 
the  proper  Court  there,  and  afterwards  consented  to  the 
appointment,  by  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  of  other 
persons  as  trustees  and  executors  in  the  place  of  those 
named  in  the  will,  with  all  the  powers  that  had  been 
thereby  given  to  them.  These  trustees  so  appointed  raised 
an  action  in  the  Court  of  Session  against  the  administra- 
trix, calling  on  her  to  transfer  to  them  the  personal  estate 
possessed  by  her  under  the  administration,  and  offering 
her  a  full  release  from  liability.  The  House  of  Lords 
held  that  the  English  administratrix  was  the  proper  person 
to  administer  the  personal  estate  in  England,  by  virtue  of 
the  letters  of  administration,  and  that  the  Scotch  Court 
could  give  no  title  to  such  estate.  But  if  the  substituted 
trustees  had  been  appointed  executors  in  Scotland  before 

(a)  AtpinuM  y.  Qimwh's  Trodor^  2  Curt  241,  247;  1%  th6  Chodi  of 
Wyckoff,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  20 ;  WiUiams  on  Bxecutom,  L  430,  n. 
(6)  8  CI.  &  F.  1. 
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the  next  of  kin  took  out  administration  in  England,  and     Pabt  n. 

with  her  consent,  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  English        

Court  would  have  held  them  entitled  to  administration  ^^'  ^^ 
here  in  preference  to  her  claim  as  next  of  kin.  Their 
appointment  would  then  have  been  sanctioned  by  the 
Court  of  the  domicil — the  appointment  being,  of  course, 
the  act  of  the  Scotch  Court — and  the  next  of  kin  would 
have  been  no  longer  entitled  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  at 
the  time  the  application  was  made  to  the  English  Court, 
so  that  the  observations  of  Lord  Cranworth  in  Enohin  v. 
Wylie  (a)  would  apply. 

The  grant  of  administration  once  having  been  made,  Title  of  ad- 
the  title  of  the  administrator  to  all  the  effects  within  the ^towhafe' 
juris:Uction  becomes  complete,  and  remains  though  they  effects  it 
be  carried  out  of  it ;  unless  they  come  into  another  juris- 
diction as  unappropriated  assets  of  the  deceased.  Thus 
where  the  widow  of  an  intestate  in  India  took  out  adminis- 
tration of  his  effects  there,  and  remitted  the  proceeds  of 
those  effects  in  government  bills  to  her  agent  in  England, 
and  a  creditor  of  the  intestate,  having  taken  out  adminis- 
tration in  this  country,  brought  an  action  against  that 
agent  to  recover  such  proceeds,  it  was  held  that  no  action 
would  lie  (&)•  But  in  Hervey  v.  Fitzpatriek  (e).  Lord 
Hatherley  held  that  where  a  foreign  administrator  had 
remitted  assets  to  England  and  come  himself  after  them, 
he  might  be  sued  in  a  Court  of  Equity  by  the  next  of  kin 
who  had  taken  out  English  administration,  in  respect  of 
those  assets.  The  decision,  however,  was  put  on  the 
ground  that  the  foreign  administrator  had  transmitted  the 
assets  to  England  for  the  purpose  of  their  being  carried 
to  the  account  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  owner,  and  the 
Court  refused  to  order  the  defendant  to  pay  the  proceeds 
of  the  assets  in  question  into  Court  This  was  in  effect 
the  same  principle  as  that  adopted  by  Sir  J.  Leach  in 
Logan  V.  Fairlie  (c2),  who  says, ''  If  a  testator  die  in  India, 

(a)  10  H.  L.  C.  1. 

(&)  Currie  t.  BtroAam,  1  Dow  &  By.  85;  Jaunceff  v.  Sedey^  1  Vem. 
397. 
(c)  Kay,  421.  (d)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  284. 
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and  his  personal  estate  be  wholly  in  India,  and  his  executor 
be  resident  there,  and  the  will  be  prored  there,  and  the 
executor  remit  to  a  legatee  in  England,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  legacy  duty  is  not  payable  upon  such  remittance, 
inasmuch  as  the  whole  estate  is  administered  in  India,  and 
the  remittance  is  in  respect  of  a  demand,  which  is  to  be 
considered  as  established  there.  But  if  a  part  of  the  assets 
of  the  testator  is  found  in  England,  in  the  hands  of  the 
agent  of  such  exectUor^  withotU  any  specif/^  appropriation, 
and  a  legatee  in  England  institute  a  suit  here  for  the  pay^ 
ment  of  his  legacy  out  of  such  wnappropriated  assets^  then 
such  assets  are  to  be  considered  as  administered  in  England.** 
And  though  the  decision  of  Sir  J.  Leach  in  this  case  as  to 
the  liability  of  such  assets  to  legacy  duty  was  subsequently 
reversed  (a),  on  the  authority  of  Attomey-Oenerdl  v.  Jack" 
son  (b),  which  will  be  noticed  when  the  rules  as  to  the 
payment  of  legacy,  succession,  and  probate  duties  are 
discussed,  yet  the  above  statement  of  the  law  as  to  specific 
appropriation  of  assets  by  an  administrator  was  quoted 
with  approval  by  the  Court.  When,  therefore,  proceedings 
are  commenced  in  England  as  to  unappropriated  assets 
within  the  jurisdiction,  administration  should  be  taken 
out  in  England,  and  the  administrator  made  a  party  to 
the  suit  (e).  So  where  it  did  not  even  appear  that  the 
intestate,  who  died  in  India,  had  at  the  time  of  his  death 
assets  in  England,  but  a  bill  was  brought  here  for  an 
account  of  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  his  personal  repre- 
sentative in  India,  it  was  held  that  administration  must 
be  taken  out  in  England,  and  the  administrator  made  a 
party  (d). 

With  regard  to  the  effect  of  Scotch  probates  or  *'  con- 
firmations," as  they  are  called,  in  England,  it  is  enacted 
by  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  56,  s.  12,  that  when  any  confirmation 
of  the  executor  of  a  person  who  shall  in  manner  aforesaid 
be  found  to  have  died  domiciled  in  Scotland,  which  in- 

(a)  Logan  r.  Fairlie,  2  My.  &  Op.  59.  (6)  2  01.  &  P.  48. 

(e)  Williams  on  Executors,  i.  861. 

(d)  Tyler  ▼.  BeU,  2  My.  &  Cr.  89 ;  B<md  v.  Graham,  1  Haw,  482 ;  Flood 
▼.  PaJtierson,  29  Bcav.  295. 
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dudes  besides  the  peisonal  estate  situate  in  Scotland  also     Fabt  n. 

personal  estate  situate  in  England ,  shall  be  produced        

in  the  principal  Court  of  Probate  in  England,  and  a  copy    Cap,  vn. 
thereof  deposited  with  the  registrar,  together  with  a  cer- 
tified copy  of  the  interlocutor  of  the  commissary,  finding 
that  such  deceased  person  died  domiciled  in  Scotland, 
such  confirmation  shall  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  said 
Court,  and  returned  to  the  person  producing  the  same, 
and  shall  thereafter  have  the  like  force  and  effect  in 
England  as  if  a  probate  or  letters  of  administration,  as  the 
case  may  be,  had  been  granted  by  the  said  Court  of  Pro* 
bate.    Under  this  section,  when  the  seal  of  the  English 
Court  has  been  affixed,  the  executor  has  all  the  powers  of 
an  English  executor,  and  may  sell  and  dispose  of  English 
leaseholds,  although  specifically  bequeathed,  though  a 
Seotch  executor  cannot  deal  with  leaseholds  in  Scotland  (a). 
And  the  enactment  incorporates  with  it  48  Geo.  3,  o.  149, 
80  that  where  additional  property  is  discovered  in  this 
country  after  sealing  the  confirmation,  an  additional  con« 
firmation  may  be  issued  in  Scotland,  and  the  seal  of  the 
English  Court  affixed  to  that  (&).    But  when  one  con* 
firmation  has  been  sealed  in  England,  the  Court  will  not 
allow  its  seal  to  be  further  affixed  to  an  '^  eik  **  or  addi- 
tional confirmation ;  and  this  whether  the  additional  con- 
firmation include  a  part  of  the  estate  omitted  from  the 
original  one  or  not  (e).    A  similar  enactment  is  made  as 
to  Irish  probates  by  20  &  21  Yiot  c.  95. 

Though  it  is  thus  clear  that  no  man  has  any  right  to  Foreign  re- 
assume  title  to  the  assets  of  a  deceased  person,  except  by  ^^^^*^ 
yirtue  of  probate  or  letters  of  administration  taken  out  in  executor  de 
the  country  where  they  are  situate,  yet  a  question  has*^ 
sometimes  arisen  as  to  what  is  the  position  of  a  foreign 
personal  representative  who  has  done  so,  and  how  far 
payments  to  him  by  debtors  of  the  deceased  are  a  good 

(a>  Bood  T.  BarringUm,  L.  B.  6  Eq.  218. 

(b)  In  the  Goodi  of  Ryde^  L.  B.  2  F.  &  D.  86.     Bee  also  on  this  section 
Eatoarden  v.  DurUopj  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  340 ;  Williams  on  Executors,  i.  863. 
'  (e)  In  the  Chode  of  Huieheeon,  32  L.  J.  P.  &  A.  167;  In  the  €hod$  of 
Gordon,  2  8w.  &Ti,  622;  In  the  Goods  of  Wingate,  ib.  625. 
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PabtIL     discharge  to  them  of  their  liabilities.     Snob  a  perBon 
'    iotermeddling  with  English  asdets  would,  it  is  dear,  be 

Oaf.  VIL  regarded  as  executor  de  mm  tort^  the  oommoDly  accepted 
definition  of  such  an  executor  being  **  he  who  takes  upon 
himself  the  office  of  executor  by  intrusion,  not  being  so 
constituted  by  the  deceased,  nor,  for  want  of  such  consti- 
tution, substituted  by  the  Court  to  administer  ^  (a) ;  and 
aa  such  an  executcw  has  all  the  liabilities,  though  none 
of  the  privileges,  that  belcHBg  to  the  character  of  execu- 
tor (i),  it  is  clear  that  he  would  be  liable  to  actions  in 
the  country  where  the  assets  were  found  situate,  as  the 
representatiye  of  the  deceased,  at  least,  as  far  as  the 
amount  of  those  assets.  Unless  a  foreign  personal  re- 
presentative  has  received  English  assets,  so  as  to  make 
himself  liable  in  England  on  this  principle,  or  has  taken 
out  administration  here,  he  is  of  course  not  liable  to  be 
sued,  qui  representative,  in  English  Courts,  however  un* 
limited  his  foreign  liability  may  be  (c).  But  whatever 
liability  might  attach  to  such  an  executor  ds  $on  iart^ 
would  his  receipt  be  a  good  discharge  to  debtors  of  the 
deceased's  estate,  so  as  to  protect  them  from  any  fcrther 
demand  of  the  same  debt  at  the  hands  of  a  representative 
properly  constitated  ?  It  was  laid  down  in  (huUer^B 
Case  (d)  that  *^  all  lawful  acts  which  an  executor  de  son 
iort  doth  are  good ;"  and  it  has  been  held  that  alienations 
of  the  goods  of  the  deceased  by  such  an  executor  are  in- 
defeasible («).  These  authorities,  however,  by  no  m<>ans 
go  so  far  as  to  sanction  the  collection  of  assets  by  such  an 
executor,  or  to  protect  those  who  have  made  payments  to 
him  without  satisfying  themselves  that  he  has  authority 
to  give  them  a  discharge.  Story  inclines  to  the  opinion 
that  such  discharge  would  be  invalid,  on  the  ground  that 
receiving  debts  amounts  to  a  collection  of  assets,  which  no 

(a)  Godolphin,  pt.  2,  c.  8,  fl.  1 ;  Wentworth,  Ex.  c.  14,  p.  320  (ed.  14) ; 
Swinburne,  4.  23,  i. 
(h)  Per  Lord  Cottenham  in  Cktrmichad  y.  CarmUkady  2  PhiU.  101. 

(c)  Beavan  v.  Lord  JScuUngi,  2  K.  ft  J.  724. 

(d)  5  Co.  30  b. 

(e)  OreyArook  T.  Fox,  Plowd.  232 ;  Pwicer  v.  KeU,  1  Baym.  661 ;  B.C. 
12  Mod.  471. 
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man  is  empowered  to  do  except  by  a  crraiit  of  probate  or     Pa»t  il 

administration  in  the  country  where  he  finds  them  (a).'       

It  is  dear  that  a  foreign  personal  representative  would    Q^*  ^^' 
have  no  advantage  in  this  respect  over  a  common  executor 
de  son  tori  (b). 

According  to  the  old  case  of  Daniel  v.  Lucre  (a),  a  Belease  by 
release  given  by  an  Irish  administrator  to  the  Irish  obligee  j^^S^y^'^ 
of  a  bond  made  in  England^  and  afterwards  taken  posses- 
sion of  in  England  by  the  English  administratrix,  the 
intestate  having  died  there,  was  held  to  be  no  answer  to 
an  action  on  the  bond  in  £]ngland  by  the  English  ad- 
ministratrix, on  the  express  ground  that  bonds  are  Jxma 
notahiUa  in  the  diocese  where  they  are  found  at  the  time 
of  death  {d).  It  is  difficult  to  regard  the  tiUus  ci  such,  a 
bond  as  the  real  locality  of  the  assets  represented  by  it, 
in  preference  to  the  country  where  the  debtor  must  be 
sued,  and  in  Whyte  v.  Base  (e),  where  the  circumstances 
of  Danid  v.  Luere  were  reversed,  it  was  held  that  a 
grant  of  administration  in  the  foreign  country  where  the 
bond  was  situate  was  not  necessary  to  entitle  an  English 
administrator  to  sue  in  England,  the  debtor  having  come 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  Court.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  if  a  release  had  been  given  by  a  person 
who  had  obtained  administration  in  the  foreign  country 
where  the  bond  was  honvm  notdbUe  at  the  time  of  the 
death,  that  release  would  have  been  a  good  answer  to  a 
sobsequent  action  by  any  administrator  in  any  other 
country,  whether  that  of  the  domicil  or  not  (/);  but  there 
is  no  Einglish  authority  to  shew  that  where  a  debtor  to 
the  estate  of  the  deceased  has  paid  a  personal  representa- 
tlre  who  could  not  have  enforced  the  claim  against  him 

(a)  Story,  §  514 ;  Preston  v.  MdmOej  S  Gl.  &  F.  1, 12 ;  Aliomey-Oenerai 
Y.  BcuweoM,  4  M.  &  Vr.  71, 

(b)  ParttTigton  y.  AUomey-Oeneralf  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  100. 
(e)  ^er.  803;  Dal.  76. 

(d)  Trou^nridgeY.  Taylor^  temp.  Jao.  I.  cited  Dyer,  805;  11  Vin.  Ab. 
70 :  1  Rol.  Ab.  909. 

(e)  3  Q.  B.  493. 

(/)  Shaw  y.  ShtrUm,  2  Ley.  86;  8  Eeb.163;  EuihwaUe  y.  Pftotrs,  1  M. 
&  Or.  159. 
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Past  H.     by  saity  he  can  in  any  case  protect  himself  by  suofa  a  dis* 

charge  of  his  liabibty. 

Cap,  vn.        Though  it  thus  follows  that  no  personal  represeniatiYe 
Obligation  of  has  a  right  to  collect  assets  or  give  dischai^s  tar  debts  in 
to  a^unt^^^  any  country  other  than  that  where  his  grant  was  obtained, 
for  what        yet  where  be  does  so^  and  brings  them  home  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  from  which  his  grant  proceeded, 
it  would  seem  that  he  is  liable  to  account  to  it  for  the 
administration  of  those  assets,  just  as  if  they  had  been 
received  and  collected  within  the  limits  of  his  autho- 
rity (a).    Though  this  doctrine  is  mentioned  with  some 
disapprobation  by  Story,  it  would  appear  to  follow  from 
the  ?iew  of  the  English  Courts,  mentioned  above,  that  a 
grant  of  probate  or  administration  properly  obtained  here 
extends  to  all  the  personal  property  of  the  deceased, 
wherever  situate  at  the  time  of  his  death,  at  least  in  such 
a  sense  as  to  entitle  an  English  representative  to  sue  in 
relation  to  foreign  assets  (b). 
Probate  and        (d.)  Probate  and  Administration  Duties. — The  personal 
^odSiesI     represeutative  of  the  deceased  being  therefore  compellable 
to  clothe  himself  with  the  authority  of  the  English  Courts, 
in  order  to  reduce  into  possession  assets  locally  situate  in 
England,  as  has  been  explained,  comes  under  the  English 
Acts  which  regulate  the  probate  and  administration  duties, 
to  which  the  English  assets  are  liable  without  reference  to 
the  domicil  of  the  testator  or  intestate.    The  amount  of 
this  duty  is  to  be  regulated,  not  by  the  value  of  all  the 
onwhateffeots  assets  whjch  an  executor  or  administrator  may  ultimately 
they  attach,    administer  under  the  will  or  letters  of  administration,  but 
by  the  value  of  such  part  as  are  at  the  death  of  the  de- 
ceased within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  by  which  the 
probate  or  letters  of  administration  are  granted  (c) ;  and 
it  attaches  on  bona  notdbUia  in  the  place  where  the  goods 
happen  to  be  situate,  wholly  irrespective  of  the  question  of 

<a)  DmduU's  Cate^  6  Co.  47 ;  Btory,  §  514,  a. 

(&)  WhyU  V.  Bose,  3  Q.  B.  507 ;  acarih  v.  BUikop  of  London,  1  Hag fr. 
Eccl.  625. 

(c)  Williams  on  ExecntorB,  L  617 ;  Baymond  t.  Von  WaUeviUe^  2  Cas. 
temp.  Lee,  551. 
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the  domicil  of  the  testator  {a\  the  test  being  whether  the  Pabt  n.' 
goods  in  question  are  effects  which^  under  the  old  law,  the  ^' 
Ordinary  would  have  had  to  administer  in  case  of  intes-  Oap.  VIL 
tacy  (i).  Thus  probate  duty  is  not  payable  in  respect  of  Local  situa- 
Frenoh  rentes^  which  were  sold  out  and  whose  proceeds  atTd^th^^** 
were  transmitted  to  the  executor  in  London  of  a  domiciled 
Englishman  after  his  death  (c).  The  same  principle  was 
confirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  respect  of  American 
stock  in  the  case  oi  AUomey-Qeneral  v.  Hope  ((Q,  the  stock 
being  in  both  cases  regarded  as  locally  situate  only  in  the 
place  where  it  is  transferable.  And  it  was  similarly  held 
that  probate  duty  was  not  payable  in  respect  of  notes  or 
securities  given  by  the  East  Lidia  Oompany,  payable  in 
India,  although  the  testator  had  agreed  before  his  death 
that  the  notes  in  question  should  be  converted  into  stock, 
registered  and  transferable  in  England,  and  this  was  in 
fact  done  shortly  after  his  death  (e).  So,  where  the  tes- 
tator was  domiciled  in  England,  it  was  held  that  probate 
duty  was  due  and  payable  in  Scotland  under  statute  48 
Greo.  3,  c.  149,  s.  38,  in  respect  of  shares  in  certain  com- 
panies in  Scotland  constituted  under  the  Companies  Clanses 
Consolidation  Act  (Scotland),  1845.  But  the  local  situa- 
tion of  transferable  securities,  which  pass  from  hand  to 
hand,  is  that  in  which  they  are  found,  and  not  the  place 
where  the  principal  or  interest  due  on  them  is  to  be  paid ; 
and  probate  duty  is  therefore  payable  in  respect  of  such 
*^  bonds ''  of  foreign  governments  as  come  within  the  above 
description,  and  are  in  England  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  owner,  being  in  effect  saleable  chattels  (/).  And 
where  the  testator,  who  died  in  India,  had  directed  his 
bankers  there  to  reab'ze  certain  securities,  and  to  transmit 
the  proceeds  to  his  bankers  in  England,  and  the  securities 
had  been  converted  into  bills  of  exchange  drawn  upon  a 

(a)  Femandes"  ExeetOor^i  (Jose,  L.  B.  5  Ch.  814 ;  ThmM<m  v.  Advooate- 
Oeneral,  12  GL  A  F.  1. 

(b)  Atiomey-Oeneral  y.  Bauwens,  4  M.  &  W.  171. 

(o)  AOomey-Oenerdl  ▼.  Dimond,  1  Gr.  &  J.  356 ;  S.0. 1  Tyr.  243. 

(d)  1  G.  M.  &  B.  530;  2  Gl.  &  F.  84. 

(«)  Peane  v.  Peartet  9  Bim.  430. 

(/)  Aiiomey-Generdl,  v.  Bouvk/m^  4  M.  &  W.  171. 
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Part  IT.     London  bank  payable  six  months  after  sight,  whioh  were 
ROPERTY.    J^^^^J^lly  QQ  ^IjqJp  ^j^y  (q  England  when  the  testator  died, 

Oap.  VII.  it  was  held  that  probate  duty  was  payable  here  in  respect 
ix)cal  Bitna-  of  the  proceeds  (a).  The  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the 
at*d«ith*^*^  Court  in  that  case  went  on  the  ground  that  the  debts  or 
assets  to  which  the  bills  of  exchange  were  evidences  of  the 
title,  or  the  credit  which  they  represented,  were  locally 
situate  in  England ;  but  Kelly,  C.B.,  was  of  opinion  thai 
the  bills  themselves  were  personal  chattels,  and  that  the 
fact  that  they  were  upon  the  high  seas  at  the  time  of  the 
testator's  death  did  not  exempt  them  £rom  the  liability  to 
duty.  This  latter  view  was  in  some  measure  supported 
by  In  the  Ooods  of  Wyekoff  (&),  where  administration  was 
granted  by  the  English  Court  of  Probate  of  assets,  indud* 
ing  unaccepted  bills  of  exchange,  belonging  to  and  in  the 
possession  of  the  deceased,  an  American  citizen,  who  died 
on  board  a  British  ship  on  the  high  seas,  boand  for  this 
conn  try.  On  the  principle  of  Attomey-Creneral  v.  Bouwens, 
probate  duty  is  payable  on  the  yalue  of  all  British  ships 
or  shares  in  British  ships  wherever  they  may  be  (0),  for 
they  are  capable  of  being  dealt  with  in  this  country  by  a 
bill  of  sale,  and  also  upon  the  value  of  any  cargoes  in  ships 
which  are  capable  of  being  dealt  with  here  by  means  of 
the  bill  of  lading  (d).  And  with  regard  to  specialty 
eho8e$  in  action,  it  is  enacted  by  25  &  26  Vict  c.  SS,  s.  39» 
that  *^  for  the  purposes  of  the  stamp  duties  on  probates  of 
wills  and  letters  of  administration,  debts  and  sums  of 
money  due  and  owing  from  persons  in  the  United  King- 
dom to  any  deceased  person  at  the  time  of  his  death  on 
obligation  or  other  specialty,  shall  be  estate  and  effects  of 
the  deceased  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Her  Majesty's 
Court  of  Probate  in  England  or  Ireland,  as  the  case  may 
be,  in  which  the  same  would  be  if  they  were  debts  owing 
to  the  deceased  upon  simple  contract,  without  regard  to 
the  place  where  the  obligation  or  specialty  shall  be  at  the 

(a)  AUomey-Oeneral  v.  PraU,  L.  B.  9  Ex.  140 ;  see  as  to  Indian  Govern- 
ment notcai  &c.,  23  Vict  c.  5. 
(h)  3  8w.  &  Tr.  20.  (c)  By  27  &  28  Vict,  c  56,  e.  4. 

(d)  Hanson  on  Probate  and  Suocession  Duty,  pp.  7, 160. 


JttOVABliB   PBRSOyAIi  PROPERTY.  211 

time  of  the  death  of  the  deoeased."    Where  the  law  of  the  Pabt  n. 
country  where  the  personal  estate  is  situated  requires  a  ^ 

double  administration  to  be  taken  out,  in  order  to  reduce  ^^-  ^^^^ 


it  into  possession^  it  was  held  by  the  House  of  Lords  that  Double  ad- 
double  duty  is  payable,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  du  J*^^ 
person  beneficially  entitled  and  the  parties  through  whom  by  the  Ux 
he  claimed  had  always  been  domiciled  abroad.  In  that  **  ^' 
case  (a)  there  was  personal  estate  here  of  S.,  who  died  in- 
testate domiciled  in  England.  The  sole  next  of  kin  was 
a  married  woman  domiciled  in  the  United  States,  who 
died  without  having  administered  or  done  anything  to 
reduce  her  rigbts  into  possession.  Her  husband  retained 
his  American  domicil,  and  died  without  having  taken  out 
administration  to  his  wife.  According  to  our  law,  apart 
from  condderations  of  domicil,  the  child  of  these  parents 
would  be  compelled  to  take  out  two  administrations,  one  . 
to  his  father,  the  other  to  his  mother,  on  each  of  which 
administration  duty  would  be  payable ;  and  it  was  decided 
that  this  law  was  applicable  to  the  circumstances  stated, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that,  by  the  law  of  the  United 
States,  the  claimant  might  have  been  entitled  to  represent 
his  mother  (the  next  of  kin  to  the  originsd  intestate) 
directly ;  though  Lord  Westbury  differed  from  the  other 
law  lords  on  this  point  It  was  pointed  out  that  if  the 
claimant  had  constituted  himself  the  personal  representar* 
tire  of  his  mother  in  America  by  taking  out  letters  of  ad- 
ministration there,  where  she  was  domiciled,  he  could  have 
come  to  the  English  Court  for  ancillary  letters  of  adminis- 
tration of  her  estate  here,  in  which  case  the  claim  of  the 
Crown  to  double  duty  would  have  been  evaded.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  he  came  before  the  English  Court  as  the 
personal  representative  in  America  of  his  father,  having 
taken  out  administration  to  his  estate  there,  but  that  did 
not  help  him;  it  being  still  necessary  for  him  to  consti- 
tute himself  his  father's  representative  here  (whether  by 
ancillary  administration  or  otherwise),  and  then  take  out 
administration  to  his  mother  in  that  character. 

(rt)  Partington  ?.  Attorney' Oeneralt  L.  R  4  H.  L.  100. 
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PabtIL 

Pbtipebtt. 


Cap.  Vn. 

BaooesBioQ 
and  legacy 
duties— de- 
peadent  on 
the  domicil 
of  deceased. 


(e.)  Sticceman  and  Lego/cy  Duty. — It  hajs  thus  been  shewn 
that  for  the  purpose  of  probate  or  administration  duty, 
which  is  a  tax  imposed  by  the  goyemment  within  whose 
dominion  the  property  lies,  upon  its  collection  into  the 
hands  of  the  personal  representatiye,  the  local  situation  of 
the  property  is  alone  taken  into  consideration.  For  the 
purpose,  howeyer,  of  legacy  or  succession  duty,  which  is  a 
tax  upon  the  transmission  of  property,  the  actual  situation 
of  the  subject-matter  is  disregarded,  and  the  maxim  **  nuh 
hilia  sejwtniwr personam^  strictly  adhered  to.  Until  the 
case  of  Thomson  y.  AdvoeatS'Chneral  (a),  the  question  was 
not  free  from  doubt,  and  the  older  cases  (b)  are  not  all 
inconsistent  with  a  tendency  to  refer  the  decision  to  the 
situation  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  its  actual  appro- 
priation to  the  purposes  of  the  testator's  will.  That  deci* 
sion  of  the  Honse  of  Lords,  however,  put  the  matter 
at  rest,  and  it  is  now  clearly  established  that  legacy  duty 
is  payable  only  to  the  government  of  the  testator's  domicil, 
without  reference  to  the  actual  locality  of  the  property  at 
the  time  of  his  death.  The  same  principle  was  established 
as  to  succession  duty  in  the  event  of  intestacy  by  the  case 
of  Wallace  y.  Attomey-Qeneral  (c).  According  to  Parke,  B., 
in  Attomey-Oeneral  y.  Napier  (d),  the  correct  doctrine  was 
first  broached  in  In  re  Ewin  {e\  and  rests  upon  the 
general  principle,  that  for  ordinary  purposes  personal  pro- 
perty is  to  be  considered  as  situate  in  the  place  where  the 
owner  of  it  is  domiciled  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the 
previous  decisions  inconsistent  with  this  yiew  haying  been 
decided  without  adyerting  to  the  important  distinction 
between  domicil  and  residence.  Where  a  person  dies 
abroad,  the  onus  of  proof  appears  to  be  on  the  Orovm 
to  shew  that  his  domicil  was  English,  the  presumption  of 
law  being  against  that  yiew ;  and  unless  this  burden  of 
proof  is  successfully  maintained,  the  Crown  will  not  be 

(o)  12  Cl.  &  P.  1 ;  CookreU  v.  CoekreO,  25  L.  J.  Ch.  730. 

(6)  Attorney-General  ▼.  Cockerill,  1  Price,  165;  Attorney- General  v. 
BecUton^  7  Price,  560 ;  Logan  ▼.  Fairliej  1  My.  &  Or.  59 ;  Attortiey'Ger%eral 
T.  Forbes,  2  Gl.  &  F.  48;  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  2  My.  &  Or.  256. 

(c)  L.  B.  1  Ch.  1.  (d)  6  Ex.  220.  (e)  1  Or.  &  J.  151. 
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entitled  to  legacy  duty  (a).  In  the  case,  however,  of  In  re  Fakt  n. 
OapdevieOe  (b),  it  had  been  held  that  though  legacy  duty  P»^^»- 
was  payable  only  to  the  government  of  the  testator's  do-  Cap.  vn. 
micily  yet  succession  duty  was  payable  to  the  Crown  under 
the  will  of  a  testator  who  died  in  England  while  still  domi- 
ciled in  France,  in  respect  of  personal  property  situate  in 
this  country  at  the  time  of  his  death.  The  Court  of 
Exchequer,  in  the  case  cited,  were  apparently  of  opinion 
that  they  were  bound  by  the  decisions  in  In  re  Love* 
laee  (e)  and  In  re  WaUtyps  Trusts  {d\  which  were,  how- 
ever, cases  of  testamentary  appointments  under  English 
instruments,  to  be  governed,  as  will  be  shewn  below,  by 
different  considerations.  The  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  in  In  re  OapdevieBe  must  therefore  be  re- 
garded as  overruled  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  AppesJ 
in  Wallace  v.  Aitomey-Qeneral  {e).  The  rule  laid  down  Assoflsed  on 
by  Lord  Cranworth  in  WaUcuie  v.  AHomey-Oemral  is  ^^^^^ 
strictly  confined  in  its  operation  to  personal  chattels,  and 
the  duty  is  not  due  upon  a  legacy  or  annuity  charged  on 
foreign  land  (/),  or  upon  the  proceeds  of  such  land  directed 
to  be  converted,  nor  upon  chattels  real  abroad.  But 
chattels  real  in  this  country  come  of  course  under  the 
operation  of  the  English  Legacy  and  Succession  Duty 
Acts,  without  regard  to  the  domicil  of  the  owner.  And  it 
has  been  suggested  {g)  that  in  the  case  of  a  British  subject 
dying  domiciled  abroad,  and  leaving  a  will  of  personal 
property  situate  here  bad  according  to  the  law  of  his  domi- 
cil, but  good  under  English  law  by  virtue  of  24  &  25  Vict. 
c.  114  {h\  the  property  should  be  liable  to  legacy  duty 
here,  inasmuch  as  the  title  of  the  person  to  whom  it  is 
given  depends  wholly  on  the  law  of  this  country. 

(a)  President  of  United  States  t.  Drwnmond,  38  L.  J.  Gh.  501 ;  Ander' 
9(m  ▼.  LaneuviUe,  9  Moo.  P.  0.  825. 

(&)  83  L.  J.  Ex.  306.  (c)  4  Do  G.  ft  J.  340. 

(d)  1  De  a.  &  8.  656.  («)  L.  B.  1  Ch.  1. 

(/)  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Napier^  6  Ex.  620. 
(0)  Haoflon  on  Suooessioii  Duty,  p.  223. 


W  -    - 

in)  Beot  1  eiiaots  that  wills  and  testamentaiy  instniments  made  out  of 

the  United  Kin^om  by  British  subjects,  wherever  domiciled  at  the  time 

of  making  the  will  or  of  death,  shall  be  valid  if  made  as  required  either  by 

the  law  of  the  place  where  made,  of  the  place  of  the  testator's  domicil  at 

the  time  of  making,  or  of  the  country  where  he  had  his  domiuil  of  origio. 


214  yOBBIOM   AND  DOBiESTIO  LAW. 

PamIL         With  regard  to  personal  property  not  devised  by  a 
Pboptott.    ^gtotor  domiciled  abroad,  but  appointed  under  a  general 
Oat.  VIL     power,  duty  is  payable  under  the  Succession  Duty  Acta, 
Movables       •^ch  property  not  being  regarded  as  the  property  of  the 
nppointed       douee  of  the  power,  so  as  to  be  exempt  from  succession 
by  donee      '  duty  by  the  fact  of  his  foreign  domicil  (a).    In  that  case 
abro^^       the  property  had  been  settled  by  an  English  marriage 
be  liable  to     settlement,  and  if  the  power  of  appointment  had  not  been 
"^^'  exercised,  would  have  devolved  to  the  next  of  kin  by  the 

terms  of  the  settlement,  without  forming  part  of  the  estate 
of  the  deceased  at  all.  A  similar  question  arose  shortly 
afterwards,  in  the  case  of  In  re  Wallop's  Trt$8ii  (t),  where 
an  English  testator  by  will  settled  personal  estate  in  the 
hands  of  trustees,  giving  the  enjoyment  of  the  income  and 
a  power  of  appointment  by  deed  or  will  to  his  daughter, 
and  appointing  certain  further  trusts  in  de&ult  of  appoint- 
ment. The  daughter  having  exercised  the  power  of 
appointment  by  will,  died  domiciled  abroad,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  legacies  so  given  were  liable  to  successicm 
duty,  following  the  previous  decision,  under  a  2  of  the 
Succession  Duty  Act,  16  &  17  Yiot  c  51.  The  chief  dis- 
tinction between  this  case  and  that  of  In  re  LaveUwe,  just 
cited,  was  that  in  In  re  WaOop*$  Trtiets  the  death  of  the 
testator  as  well  as  that  of  the  donor  of  the  power  had 
taken  place  after  the  coming  into  operation  of  the  Succes- 
sion Duty  Act,  s,  4  of  which  provides  that  where  any 
person  shall  have  a  general  power  of  appointment,  under 
any  disposition  of  property  taking  effect  upon  the  death  of 
any  person  dying  after  the  time  appointed  for  the  com-^ 
mencement  of  the  Act,  over  property,  he  shall,  in  the 
event  of  his  making  any  appointment  thereunder,  be 
deemed  to  be  entitled,  at  the  time  of  his  exercising  such 
power,  to  the  property  or  interest  thereby  appointed  as  a 
succession  from  the  donor  of  the  power ;  and  that  where 
any  person  shall  have  a  limited  power  of  appointment, 
under  a  disposition  taking  effect  upon  any  such  death, 
over  property,  any  person  taking  any  property  by  the 

(a)  In  re  Lovelace,  4  De  G.  &  J.  340.  (Jb)  1  De  G.  &  8.  656, 
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exercise  of  such  power  shall  be  deemed  to  take  the  same     Part  n. 
as  a  succession  derived  from  the  person  creating  the  power         ^*^^' 
as  a  predecessor.    It  was  expressly  pointed  out  by  Lord     Cap.  vn. 
Granworth,  in  WaUace  v.  Attamey^Oeneral  (a),  that  neither 
of  the  two  cases  last  cited  was  to  be  considered  as  affected 
by  that  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords.    They  were  both 
cafles  of  testamentary  appointment  under  English  instrn- 
mentSy  not  of  wills ;  and  such  instruments  were  necessarily 
to  be  construed  by  English  law^  not  by  the  law  of  the 
domicil  of  the  person  executing  the  power. 

But  where  a  testator  dies  domiciled  abroad,  having  by  SuooesBions 
will  created  an  English  trust  of  personal  estate,  such  that  EngHshTnut 
one  or  more  successions  will  arise  under  it  at  a  subsequent  created  by 
period  or  periods,  the  persons  beneficially  entitled  to  such  ^^^^  ^ 
successions  will  be  liable  to  pay  succession  duty  on  the 
amounts  taken  by  them,  notwithstanding  the  foreign 
domicil  of  the  testator  (h).  Malins,  Y.C.,  in  deciding  this 
case,  conceived  himself  to  be  bound  by  the  decisions  of 
In  re  CapdevieUe  (o) — which  has,  however,  been  shewn  to 
be  distinguishable — and  In  re  Smith's  Trusts  (c2),  where 
Stuart,  y.C,  had  held  that  succession  duty  was  payable 
under  similar  circumstances.  The  opinion  of  Malins,  Y.C., 
has  since  been  confirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  the 
case  of  AUomey*Oeneral  v.  Campbell  (e).  Jn  that  case^ 
the  testator,  who  was  domiciled  in  Portugal,  made  a  will 
in  this  country,  while  on  a  visit  to  it,  in  English  form, 
appointing  English  executors,  and  desiring  that  his  pro* 
perty  should  be  invested  in  English  consols.  An  annuity 
was  to  be  paid  to  a  sister  of  the  testator  during  her  life, 
and  at  her  death  the  part  of  his  personal  estate  which  had 
been  set  aside  for  this  purpose  was  to  be  divided  amongst 
his  three  children.  The  ground  upon  which  succession  duty 
was  payable  upon  this  division  taking  place  was  clearly 
put  by  Lord  Hatherley.  ''  In  order  to  have  the  personal 
property  administered  you  must  seek  the  forum  of  that 

(a)  L.  R.  1  Ch.  1. 

(6)  In  re  JBadarr9  TrwUi,  L.  R.  10  Eq.  288. 

(c)  2  H.  &  C.  985,  id)  12  W.  R.  93a  (e)  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  524. 
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ooontry  where  the  person  whose  property  is  in  qnestion 
had  acquired  a  domicil.    Then,  when  you  obtain  pos- 
session of  that  property,  yon  do  all  that  has  to  be  done  in 
the  country  to  which  the  testator  belonged.    The  question 
is  afterwards,  when  the  property  has  been  so  obtained  and 
administered,  in  what  condition  do  you  find  the  fond? 
You  find  it  in  the  condition  of  a  settled  fund.    That  con- 
dition arises,  no  doubt^  from  the  operation  of  the  testator's 
will ;  but  I  can  see  no  difference  in  consequence  of  that 
circumstance  from  its  having  arisen  in  any  other  manner, 
as,  for  instance,  from  a  deed  executed  in  his  lifetime,  as 
might  have  been  the  case,  or  supposing  he  had  transmitted 
to  his  bankers  a  sum  of  money  to  be  invested  upon  the 
same  trusts.    When  there  is  any  fund  standing  in  this 
country  in  the  names  of  trustees  in  consols  or  other  pro- 
perty which  has  a  quasi   local  settlement — as  stock  in 
the  funds  has — all  the  dividends  having  to  be  received 
in  this  country,  and  the  persons  who  have  to  be  dealt  with 
in  respect  of  it  being  persons  residing  in  this  country,  that 
fund  is  liable  to  succession  duty.    The  settlement  provides 
for  the  succession,  and  the  interest  of  each  person  on 
coming  into  possession  is  liable  to  the  payment  of  duty 
upon  that  interest  to  which  he  so  succeeds  •  ...  In  the 
cases  of  Thomson  v.  Advocate-Gfeneral  (a)  and  Wallaee  v. 
Attomey^Oenerai  (i),  the  Court  had  to  deal  with  a  fund 
which  was  to  be  administered,  and  which  was  in  the  course 
of  administration,  before  the  executor,  or  the  person  on 
whom  the  duty  of  administering  it  was  imposed,  had 
cleared  himself  and  discharged  himself  of  that  duty.    In 
those  cases,  he  being  a  foreigner  (c)  (we  must  take  him  to 
be  a  foreigner,  because  the  originsd  owner  of  the  property 
was  a  foreigner),  you  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  reception 
of  the  duty  levied  by  Acts  of  Parliament  on  the  person 
whom  you  are  pursuing  before  a  foreign  tribunal.    But 
when  the  duties  which  have  been  imposed  upon  him 
involve  the  placing  of  the  money  here,  in  funds  within 


(a)  12  CI.  &  p.  1.  (6)  L.  B.  1  Ch.  1. 

(c)  Foreigner,  i.e.,  in  respecst  of  domicil. 
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the  fuDctions  of  the  judicature  of  this  country^  and  when  Pabt  n. 
you  find  thofle  fands  in  a  state  involving  succession  from  ^^^J^- 
one  individual  to  another,  then  the  duty  has  accrued^  and  ^^'  ^^^^ 
you  proceed  to  levy  it "  (a).  Lord  Westbury  put  his 
decision  in  the  same  case  even  more  clearly  upon  the 
fact  of  the  fiind  being  found  settled  in  England,  with- 
out reference  to  the  direction  given  by  the  testator's  will. 
'*You  cannot  apply  an  English  Act  of  Parliament  to 
foreign  property  whilst  it  remains  foreign  property; 
but  after  the  purposes  of  administration  have  been  an- 
swered, and  distribution  made,  if  a  person  taking  a  dis- 
tributive part  comes  to  this  country  and  invests  it  upon 
trusts,  it  assumes  the  character  of  a  British  settlement 
and  British  property."  In  accordance  with  this  principle 
it  is  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Hanson  (on  Legacy  and  Suc- 
cession Duty,  p.  226)  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
testator  should  have  directed  such  an  investment,  but  that 
the  liability  to  duty  equally  attaches  where  the  trustees 
have  power  to  invest  the  property  here  or  abroad  at  their 
discretion,  or  where  it  is  already  actually  invested  in  this 
country ;  and  he  cites  a  case  decided  by  Bacon,  Y.C.  (&), 
where  the  rule  was  applied  to  the  proceeds  of  American 
securities  remitted  to  English  trustees,  and  paid  by  them 
into  Court  in  an  action  brought  on  behalf  of  the  infant 
cestui  que  trust  And  where  the  settlement  was  not  by 
will,  but  by  deed  taking  efifect  inter  vivos,  the  property 
affected  being  locally  situate  in  England,  and  consisting 
of  an  EngUsh-  policy  of  assurance  and  English  consoL^ 
the  person  ultimately  entitled  under  the  settlement  was 
held  liable  to  the  payment  of  succession  duty  on  the 
amount  received  by  him  (o).  In  the  same  case  the  real 
principle  was  shewn  by  the  refdsal  of  Lord  Bomilly  to  penonal 
attach  such  a  liability  to  the  rest  of  the  personal  estate  JJ  b^^Srf^ 
settled  by  will  on  similar  trusts,  with  a  direction  that  it  in  England. 
should  be  invested  in  English  funds  or  lands,  the  whole 

(a)  L.  B.  5  H.  L.  528. 

(6)  Thampion  v.  Birch,  Baoon,  Y.C.,  ICay  20, 1876. 

(c)  LyaUv.  Lyidl,  L.  B.  15  fk}.  1. 
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PavtEL     of  Bach  residiiary  personal  estate  being  looally  situate 
BovMBTt,    ^Yoad  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  and  none  of 
Cap.  VII.    the  proceeds  of  it  having  been  remitted  to  England  at 
the  time  of  the  succession  of  the  person  who  was  nlti- 
matelj  entitled  under  both  instruments. 
Movables  NeverthelesSy  it  is  not  necessary,  according  to  a  recent 

E^fih"  decision  of  Sir  O.  Jessel's  (a),  that  the  fmids  should  have 
traBtees---  been  actually  brought  into  England,  if  they  are  vested  in 
iQ^Dgland  ^  English  trustees,  so  that  the  forum  to  decide  the  owner- 
ship must  be  English.  In  that  case  a  settlement  made  in 
England  on  the  marriage  of  an  Italian  and  an  English- 
woman vested  certain  French  rentes  and  shares  in  the 
Bank  of  Franoe  in  English  trustees.  On  the  death  <rf  the 
husband  and  wife,  the  children  of  the  marriage,  who  were 
domiciled  Italians^  became  beneficially  entitled  to  the 
trust  funds,  and  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue 
claimed  succession  duty  from  the  trustees.  The  trustees 
paid  a  sum  sufficient  to  meet  the  duty  into  Oourt  under 
Trastee  Belief  Act,  and  on  the  petition  of  the  children  to 
pay  it  out  to  them,  it  was  held  that  the  trust  funds  were 
not,  under  the  circumstances,  exempt  from  succession 
duty.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  decision  can  be 
supported,  except  on  the  principle  that  the  funds  were 
constructively  in  England,  because  it  would  have  been 
necessary  to  have  recourse  to  an  English  Court  to  obtain 
payment  from  the  trustees ;  and  if  the  trustees,  even  con- 
tinuing their  English  domicil,  had  gone  to  Franoe,  and 
had  there  either  voluntarily  or  under  the  direction  of  the 
French  law  realized  and  paid  over  the  whole  trust  funds 
without  reserving  anything  to  satisfy  the  English  duty, 
it  does  not  seem  clear  that  they  could  have  been  made 
liable  here  on  their  return.  That  the  tact  of  the  foreign 
domicil  of  the  person  beneficially  entitled  is  immaterial,  if 
the  trust  funds  are  in  England,  had  already  been  really, 
decided  by  the  case  of  Attomey^Oeneral  v.  Campbdl  (h) ; 
but  considerable  weight  was  attached  by  Jessel,  M.B.,  in 

(a)  Re  OigakCB  Trusts,  L.  B.  7  Ch.  D.  851. 

(b)  L.  B.  5  H.  L.  524. 
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Ee  OigaUbB  Trush  to  tBe  faet  that  the  setilemeiit  under     Part  £L 
ivhich  the  trustees  took  was  made  in  England^  by  an    ^^J!^^' 
EnglishwomaDy  aocording  to  the  forms  of  the  English  law.     Oap.  YU. 

Notwithstanding  the  general  principle  that  the  law  of  chattels  reaV 
the  owner's  domicil  is  applicable  to  personalty  generally,  ^^^^  p®'" 
it  is  obvious  that  when  the  conflict,  is  on  the  question  as  not  movables. 
to  what  is  personal  estate,  liable  as  such  to  duty,  the  lex 
wihUy  being  that  which  alone  has  po¥rer  to  enforce  its 
jadgment,  must  prevail.  In  the  case  of  Chatfidd  v.  Bereh* 
totdi  (a)  the  question  was  whether  a  rent-charge  jMcr  mUre 
vie  issuing  out  of  English  land  was  liable  to  legacy  duty 
as  personal  estate  under  the  English  statutes  (14  Geo.  2, 
c  20,  &  9»  and  1  Vict,  a  26)  which  make  estates  pwr 
autre  vie  applicable  as  personal  estate  in  the  hands  of  • 
executors  and  administrators ;  and  it  was  held  on  appeal 
that  legacy  duty  was  payable,  although  the  domicil  of  the 
deceased  was  Hungarian,  and  in  opposition  to  the  conten- 
tion that  the  character  of  personal  property  was  so 
impressed  by  the  English  statutes  upon  the  interest  in 
question,  as  to  exempt  it  from  liability  to  legacy  duty 
according  to  the  principle  of  Thamaan  v.  Advocate^Qene' 
ral  (b).  The  decision  was  given  on  the  ground  that  the 
English  law  only  made  it  personal  property  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  charging  it  with  duty,  and  that  it  remained, 
except  for  this  purpose,  English  realty  governed  by  £ng<» 
lish  law.  Had  it  been  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicil 
that  assumed  to  declare  English  realty  to  be  personal 
estate,  the  case  would  have  been  too  clear  for  argument; 
but  in  the  actual  circumstances  the  lex  eitue  was  given 
much  stronger  effect,  being  allowed  to  change  the  nature 
of  realty  into  personalty  for  its  own  purposes,  without 
exposing  it  as  such  to  the  law  of  the  foreign  domicil.  The 
decision,  however,  was  clearly  right  on  another  ground, 
which  has  already  been  discussed  (o).  What  the  English 
law  calls  personal  estate  is  not  co-extensive  with  the  class 
of  "  immovables  '*  according  to  international  law,  including 

(o)  L.  B.  7  Eq.  192.  (5)  12  CL  &  F.  1. 

(c)  SuprUf  p.  141. 


220 


FOREIGN  AKD  DOHEBTIO  LAW. 


PabtII. 
Pbopebtt. 


Cap.  VIL 


Bate  of  duty 
— domioil  of 
successor. 


Distribntion 
of  moyables 
by  personal 
representa- 
tive. 


as  it  does  cbattels  real,  to  which  the  maxim  mobSia 
uqv/untv/r  personam  does  not  apply.  Chattels  real,  which 
are  regarded  as  personal  property  for  many  purposes  by 
English  lawy  are  not  thereby  rendered  movahlBB,  and  it  is 
to  movables,  and  moTables  alone,  that  the  maxim  is 
admitted  to  extend  (a). 

When  there  is  any  donbt  as  to  the  rate  at  which  legacy 
or  succession  daty  is  to  be  assessed  upon  the  amounts 
transmitted,  the  slatuB  of  the  recipients  and  their  relation 
to  the  deceased,  must  be  decided  according  to  the  law  of 
his  domicil.  Thus  in  Skottawe  v.  Tounff  (b),  the  proceeds 
of  land  in  England,  devised  by  a  British  subject  domiciled 
in  France  on  trust  to  sell  and  pay  the  proceeds  to  his 
daughters  born  of  a  French  mother  before  marriage,  but 
afterwards  legitimated  according  to  French  law,  were  held 
liable  to  legacy  duty  at  the  rate  of  £1  per  cent,  only, 
instead  of  the  higher  rate  imposed  by  the  Legacy  Daty 
Acts  upon  gifts  by  a  testator  to  strangers  in  blood.  This 
is  only  the  natural  result  of  the  application  of  the  prin^ 
ciple  which  construes  and  interprets  wills  of  personal 
property  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  deceased  (c) ;  just 
as  in  Boyea  v.  BeddU  (d),  where  the  domicil  of  the  testator 
was  English,  a  daughter  bom  and  legitimated  under 
similar  circumstances  was  held  not  to  come  within  the 
description  of  **  children  "  of  her  father,  though  he  had 
acquired  a  French  domicil. 

(f.)  I)i$trtbtUi<m  of  MofHxhh  Personal  Estate  by  Exe^^ 
and  Administrators. — The  principles  by  which  the  ad- 
ministration of  personal  estate  is  governed  having  thus 
been  considered  with  regard  to  the  appointment  and  title 
of  the  personal  representative,  and  the  duties  payable  to 
the  governments  by  whose  authority  or  permission  he  acts, 
it  remains  to  discuss  the  rules  by  which  he  is  to  be  guided 
in  satisfying  such  claims  as  may  be  put  forward  to  the 


(a)  Freke  ▼.  Lord  Ouhey^  L.  R.  16  Eq.  461,  466 ;  Jarman  on  Wills^  L 
p.  4,  n. 
(5)  L.  R.  11  Bq.  474. 
(e)  Vid,  mprk,  p.  191. 
{d)  Boyes  y.  Bedalej  1  H.  &  M.  798 ;  Goodman  v.  Goodman,  3  Giff.  643. 
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perBonal  estate  in  his  hands.    Under  this  head  of  the  sab-    ^^^  ^ 

ject  come  all  questions  which  relate  to  the  priority  of       

debts,  the  mardialling  of  assets,  and  the  mode  of  proof  0^^-  ^^ 
against  the  estate,  if  it  shonld  be  insolvent.  It  is  need- 
less to  recapitulate  the  numerous  authorities  which  hare 
already  been  cited  (a)  to  establish  the  general  rule  that 
the  distribution  of  personal  estate  is  governed  by  the  law 
of  the  domicil.  But  with  r^ard  to  the  question  of  the 
priority  of  debts,  with  regard,  that  is,  to  its  distribution  as 
affects  creditors,  as  distinguished  from  persons  beneficially 
interested,  an  important  doubt  has  been  introduced.  In  a 
case  where  the  deceased  was  domiciled  abroad,  and  an- 
cillary administration  is  taken  out  to  his  effects  here,  is 
such  local  administrator  to  be  governed  by  the  laws  of 
this  country  or  of  that  of  the  domicil  of  the  deceased,  in 
paying  creditors  who  make  their  claim  upon  him  in  this 
country  ?  and  is  there  any  difference  as  to  this  between 
debts  originally  contracted  here,  and  those  contracted  in 
the  country  of  the  domicil  ?  Westlake  (6)  and  Story  lay 
dovm  positively  that  the  law  of  the  country  from  which 
the  ancillary  representative  obtained  his  grant  is  to  be 
followed,  on  the  ground  that  he  is  accountable  to  that 
jurisdiction  alone.  This  position,  however,  involves  the 
assumption  that  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction  does  not 
adopt  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  deceased  for  such  pur- 
poses, as  it  undonbtedly  does  for  the  general  distribution 
of  personal  effects,  and  appears  inconsistent  with  the 
dicttMn  of  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  Doe  v.  VardiU  (a),  that  it  is 
part  of  the  law  of  Englsmd  that  personal  property  shonld 
be  distributed  according  to  the  Ju$  domioilii.  Nor  are 
there  any  conclusive  authorities  on  the  point  In  Cook  v. 
Qregwm  (d),  which  is  cited  in  support  of  the  proposition, 
it  did  not  really  arise,  all  that  was  decided  there  being 
that  as  against  assets  which  had  been  brought  from 
Ireland,  where  the  testator  was  domiciled,  an  Irish  judg- 

(a)  Pages  1S8, 195. 

(6)  Westlake,  Priv.  Int.  Law,  §  807 ;  Story,  §  524. 

(o)  5  B.  &  0.  452.  id)  2  Dr.  2S6. 
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Pabt  il  ment  creditor  was  entitled  to  priority.    This  is  obviously 

^^^^^'  a  very  different  thing  from  saying  that  a  priority  given 

Cap.  vn.  by  English  law^  when  assets  are  taken  possession  of  in 


Prioritieflof  England,  shall  not  be  taken  away  by  any  law  of  the 
what*iaw~^^  domicU  of  the  deceased  even  as  to  foreign  creditors. 
governed.  Transmission  of  the  assets,  after  they  have  once  been 
taken  possession  of  by  a  local  administrator,  can  obviously 
not  affect  the  rights  of  creditors,  which  become  vested  at 
that  time,  as  was  decided  in  Cook  v.  Oregton^  by  which- 
ever of  the  two  laws  they  are  to  be  regarded  as  being 
regulated.  The  ckim  of  the  leo^  Mus  was  also  recognised 
in  the  earlier  case  of  Haoiaon  v.  Walker  (a),  but  that  de* 
cision  again  proceeded  on  a  different  principle,  following 
the  rule  which  subjects  real  property,  and  for  this  purpose, 
its  proceeds,  to  the  Jex  situs  without  reservation;  and 
although  in  the  course  of  the  argument  it  was  contended 
that  the  law  of  England,  where  the  deceased  was  domi* 
ciled,  would  have  governed  the  rights  and  priorities  of 
creditors  with  regard  to  foreign  perscnmlty,  no  decision 
was  given  on  that  point.  Even  if  the  case  of  Cook  v. 
Qregson  be  considered  as  involving  the  principle  that  the 
lex  situs  and  not  the  Jex  domioUii  is  to  prevail  on  this 
point,  it  is  confessedly  in  conflict  with  the  decision  of  Sir 
J.  Eomilly  in  Wilson  v.  Lady  Dunsa/ny  (b).  In  that  case 
the  deceased  was  domiciled  in  Ireland,  and  the  assets  in 
dispute  were  in  England.  The  question  was  one  of 
priority  between  creditors,  and  Sir  J.  Bomilly  said  that, 
following  the  principle  of  Thomson  v.  Advoeate^Osneral  (0), 
and  other  cases,  where  the  personal  estate  had  been 
administered  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the 
deceased,  he  was  of  opinion  that  he  ought  to  treat  the 
case  as  if  he  was  administering  the  estate  in  Ireland. 
The  point  was  again  raised  in  the  later  case  of  Pardee  t. 
Bingham  (d).  In  that  case  an  Englishman  residing  in 
Venezuela  executed  an  instrument  there  to  secure  repay* 
ment  to  a  creditor  of  a  sum  of  money,  and  the  creditor, 

(a)  7  L.  J.  Ch.  135.  (c)  12  CI.  &  F.  1. 

(b)  18  Beay.  293.  (d)  L.  R.  6  £q.  4S5. 
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having  registered  the  instrument  in  the  fonn  prescribed  Past  il 
by  the  law  of  VeneKuela,  became  entitled,  by  that  law,  to  ^^""^^l^- 
be  paid  his  debt  out  of  the  general  assets  of  the  debtor  in  Cap,  vn. 
priority  to  other  creditors.  The  debtor  died  in  Venezuela, 
but  it  did  not  appear  whether  or  not  he  had  been  domi- 
ciled there,  and  all  that  was  decided  was  that  the  pro* 
visions  of  the  lea  loci  eontradus  would  not  entitle  a 
creditor  to  a  priority  not  given  by  the  law  of  the  country 
where  the  assets  were  situate.  It  was  suggested  in  the 
course  of  the  argument  that  the  deceased  was  probably 
domiciled  in  Venezuela,  and  that  the  Venezuelan  law  was 
entitled  to  be  heard  on  that  ground,  but  Lord  Bomilly 
refused  to  direct  an  inquiry  as  to  this  without  a  special 
application  for  that  purpose^  and  gave  no  opinion  as  to 
the  probable  effect  of  such  a  fact,  if  it  had  been  ascer- 
tained to  exist.  It  cannot  therefore  be  said  that,  as  far  as 
English  precedents  go,  the  proposition  asserted  by  Story 
and  Westlake  is  established;  and  the  course  of  con- 
tinental authority  is  admittedly  the  other  way  (a).  Per-  Priorities- 
haps  it  may  best  be  supported  by  regarding  all  questions  p^^fu^. 
of  the  priority  of  creditors  as  touching  matters  of  prih 
eedure,  a  principle  asserted  in  general  terms  by  jurists  (b), 
and  recognised  in  English  Courts  as  to  distribution  of 
assets  under  bankrt^tcy.  In  Ea  parte  Mdbowme  (e),  a 
marriage  contract  settling  personal  estate  on  the  wife  had 
not  been  registered  as  required  by  the  law  of  Batavia» 
where  it  was  executed,  and  consequently  was  of  no  effect 
there  as  against  third  parties.  The  husband  having  sub- 
sequently become  bankrupt  in  England,  his  wife  claimed 
to  prove  against  his  e&tate  for  the  sum  settled,  and  her 
proof  was  admitted,  on  the  genercd  ground  that  the  ques- 
tion of  priority  of  creditors  inter  ae  must  be  governed  by 
the  law  of  the  country  where  the  bankruptcy  takes  place^ 
and  where  the  assets  of  the  debtor  are  being  administered. 

(o)  story,  §  526 ;  Westlake,  §  308. 

(h)  De  la  Vega  r.  Vianna,  1  B.  &  Ad.  284;  Story,  |  S23;  Westlake, 
)  411,  277;  Huber,  torn.  2  lib.  1,  c.  a 

(c)  L.  B.  6  Gh.  64 ;  see,  for  the  converse  case,  Thurbum  ▼.  Steward^ 
L.  B.  3  P.  0.  478. 
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Past  II.  In  sudi  a  case  the  aseetg  are  of  ooiurse  regarded  as  being 
Pbofkbtt^    loQijiy  situate  there,  following  the  person  of  the  bank- 

Gap.  vn.  rapt  The  principle  is  perhaps  best  expressed  in  the 
words  of  Tenterden,  C  J. :  "  A  person  suing  in  this  country 
must  take  the  law  as  he  finds  it ;  he  cannot  by  virtue  of 
any  regulation  in  his  own  country,  ei^oy  greater  advan- 
tages than  other  suitors  here,  and  he  ought  not  therefore 
to  be  deprived  of  any  superior  advantage  which  the  law 
of  this  country  may  confer  "  (a). 


SUMlllAST. 
(iii.)  SUCCESSION  TO  KOYABLE  PEBSONAL  PBOPEBTT. 

(a.)  DtspoiUion  of  Movable  Personal  Property  hy  Will. 

p.  183.  The  Court  of  the  domioil  of  the  deceased  at  the  time  of 

his  death  has  supreme  jurisdiction,  and  the  law  of  the 
domicU  supreme  authority,  in  all  matters  connected  with 
the  capacity  of  the  testator,  the  formalities,  execution,  in- 
terpretation, construction,  and  effect,  of  a  will  of  movable 
personal  property. 

p.  184.  But»  under  Lord  Eingsdown's  Act  (24  &  25  Yict  c.  114), 

the  wills  of  British  subjects,  whether  the  domicil  at  the 
time  of  the  death  pr  of  making,  if  made  out  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  are  also  valid  if  the  forms  required  either  by 
the  law  of  the  place  of  making,  the  law  of  the  domicil  at 
the  time  of  making,  or  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  origin 
have  been  complied  with ;  and  if  made  wUhin  the  United 
Kingdom,  are  also  valid  if  the  forms  required  by  the  law 
of  the  place  of  making  at  the  time  of  the  making  have 
been  complied  with.  And  by  the  same  statute^  no  will,  at 
least  of  a  British  subject,  is  revoked  or  becomes  invalid  by 
a  change  of  domicil  between  the  times  of  making  and  of 
the  death. 

p.  188.  But  a  power  of  appointment  by  will  to  movable  per- 

sonalty, given  under  English  law,  will  be  validly  exercised 
by  a  will  made  in  conformity  with  English  law,  though 

(a)  De  la  Vega  v.  Vianna,  1  B.  &  Ad.  284t,  288. 
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not  with  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  deceased  at  the     Part  ii. 
time  of  his  death.    Such  a  will  will  be  admitted  to  probate      ^^'"^^' 
accordingly;  thongh  it  seems  that  a  will  executed  in    Q^* ^^^' 
compliance  with  the  law  of  the  domicil  would  be  equally  p.  191, 
entitled  to  recognition. 

To  entitle  a  will  or  other  testamentary  paper  to  English  p.  193. 
probate,  it  must  dispose  of  some  personal  property  situate 
in  England,  or  else  be  incorporated  by  express  or  implied 
reference  in  another  will  or  testamentary  paper  entitled 
to  probate  on  its  own  account. 

In  granting  probate  of  the  will  of  a  testator  not  domi-  pp.  idS.  199» 
ciled  in  England,  the  English  Court  will,  as  a  rule,  follow 
the  grant  of  the  Court  of  the  domicil,  and  grant  probate 
or  administration  with  the  will  annexed  to  the  person  who 
has  been  duly  clothed  by  the  Court  of  the  domicil  with 
the  power  and  duty  of  administering  the  estate. 

(b.)  Sueoession  to  MovaHe  Personal  Property  hy  operatioit 

of  Law. 

The  Court  of  the  domicil  of  an  intestate  at  the  time  of  p.  194. 
his  death  has  supreme  jurisdiction,  and  the  law  of  the 
domicil  supreme  authority,  in  all  matters  connected  with 
the  succession  to  his  movable  personal  estate. 

The  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  intestate  will  thus  deter-  p.  195. 
mine  the  persons  entitled  to  administration,  and  those 
entitled  to  share  in  the  distribution.  The  same  law  will 
decide  their  legitimacy,  kinship,  and  mutual  rights  and 
liabilities  touching  exoneration,  election,  and  all  similar 
questions. 

(c.)  Bight  and  Title  of  the  Personal  Representative, 

A  grant  of  probate  or  letters  of  administration  has  no  p-  19S> 
extra-territorial  operation ;  and  the  personal  representative 
under  it  acquires  only  a  title  to  the  personal  chattels  of 
the  deceased  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  which 
made  the  grant. 

To  take  possession  of  personalty  in  England,  or  sue  for 

Q 
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PabtII. 
PaoraifrT. 


Cap.  VII. 


p.  200. 


debts  in  an  English  Gonrt,  a  personal  representative  must 
therefore  prove  the  will  or  take  ont  letters  of  administra- 
tion here  as  well  as  in  the  country  of  the  domicil  of  the 
pp.  198-300.  deceased.  But  this  rule  does  not  operate  to  prevent  a 
personal  representative  clothed  with  authority  by  the 
English  Conrt  from  suing  in  England  in  respect  of  mov- 
ables actually  situate  abroad. 

In  granting  probate  or  letters  of  administration,  the 
English  Court  will  generally  follow  the  grant  (if  any) 
made  by  the  competent  Court  of  the  domicil ;  bat  it 
appears  doubtful  if  the  mere  fact,  that  a  person  has  ob- 
tained a  grant  as  executor  in  the  foreign  court,  will  entitle 
him  as  of  right  to  recognition  of  that  character  here.  If 
the  English  Court  does  not  consider  him  entitled  as 
executor,  it  will,  it  seems,  grant  him  letters  of  administra* 
tion  cum  testamenio  annexo. 

The  personal  representative,  when  once  clothed  with 
authority  by  the  English  Court,  is  boand  to  administer 
the  personal  assets  of  the  deceased  in  Eugland. 

The  title  of  a  personal  representative  to  the  personal 
assets  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  from  which  he 
derives  his  authority,  is  not  divested  by  the  removal  of 
the  assets  to  another  jurisdiction,  unless  they  are  removed 
under  such  circumstances  as  to  remain  still  unappropriated 
assets,  belonging  to  the  general  estate. 

The  effect  of  Scotch  and  Irish  probates  in  England  is 
regulated  by  the  statutory  provisions  of  21  &  22  Yict 
c.  56,  B.  12,  and  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  95,  respectively.  A 
foreign  personal  represelitative,  who  has  not  obtained 
authority  from  an  English  Court,  nor  received  English 
assets,  cannot  be  sued  in  his  representative  character  in 
England. 


208. 


p.  204. 


p.  2oa 


(d.)  Probate  and  AdminiBiration  Duty. 

When  probate  or  administration  is  granted  by  an  Eng^ 
lish  Court,  probate  or  administration  duty  is  payable  to 
the  English  government  on  the  value  of  the  assets  locally 
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aitnate  in  England  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  deceaaed,     Part  n. 
without  reference  to  the  law  of  his  domicile  or  the  value    ^'^"**^* 
of  the  assets  situate  there.  Oap.  Vll. 

The  local  sitnation  of  transferable  seouritieSy  which  pass  p.  209. 
from  hand  to  hand,  is  that  in  which  they  are  actually 
found. 

The  local  situation  of  stocks  a^d  shares,  tsansferable 
only  in  one  place,  is  the  place  where  they  are  so  trans- 
ferable. 

If  the  law  of  the  country  where  assets  are  locally  situate  p.  211. 
requires  double  administration  to  be  taken  out  in  order  to 
reduce  them  into  possession,  double  duty  is  payable  to  the 
local  government.    The  law  of  the  domicil  of  any  or  all 
of  the  parties  is  in  such  a  case  immaterial. 

(e.)  Succession  and  Legacy  Duty. 

Succession  and  legacy  duty  is  payable  to  the  English  p-  212. 
government  in  respect  of  the  personal  estate  of  every 
testator  who  dies  domiciled  in  England ;  and  is  assessed 
not  only  on  his  personal  estate  in  England,  but  upon  all 
his  personal  movable  estate,  wherever  situate  in  fact* 

The  duty  does  not  attach  upon  annuities  or  legacies  p.  213. 
charged  on  foreign  land,  nor  upon  chattels  real  abroad. 

Succession  duty  is  payable  upon  chattels  real  situate  in 
England,  though  the  domicil  of  the  testator  be  foreign. 
The  personal  character  of  such  estate,  and  its  liability  to 
English  succession  duty,  is  determined  by  the  English 
law  as  the  Im  eitus,  cdaiming  in  that  right  to  govern 
immovables. 

Succession  duty  is  payable  on  personal  estate  appointed  p.  214. 
by  the  will  of  a  testator  domiciled  abroad,  under  a  power 
of  appointment  created  by  an  English  will  or  settlement. 
[And  see  the  Succession  Duty  Act^  1858  (16  &  17  Vict 
c  51),  s.  4.]  So  also,  on  successions  to  a  settled  fund 
vested  in  English  trustees,  consisting  of  English  stocks 
and  shares,  though  the  instrument  creating  the  settlement 
was  the  will  of  a  testator  domiciled  abroad.    But  not,  it 

Q  2 
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Pabt  il     seemSy  by  the  trastees  who  take  immediately  under  such 

^«^^^^    ft  will. 

Oap.yil        go,  where  the  instrument  creating  the  trasts  of  the 
p.  217.  settlement  is  a  deed  inter  vivas.    So^  it  seems  in  snch  a 

ease  to  be  sufficient  that  the  funds  should  be  rested  in 
English  trustees,  though  they  haye  not  actually  been 
brought  into  England, 
p.  220.  When  succession  duty  is  calculated  according  to  the 

degree  of  relationship  between  the  successor  and  the 
person  from  whom  the  succession  is  derived  upon  his 
death,  that  relationship  is  determined  by  the  law  of  the 
domicil  of  the  deceased. 

(f.)  Distrtbuiion  of  Movable  Personal  Estate  by  Executors 

and  Administrators. 

p.  220.  The  distribution  of  movable  personal  estate  in  the 

hands  of  executors. or  administrators  is  regulated  gene- 
rally by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  deceased. 

p-221.  But  when  the  deceased  was  domiciled  abroad,  and 

ancillary  administration  is  taken  out  here,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  priorities  of  creditors  will  not  be  regulated  by 
the  English  law,  as  that  from  which  the  local  administrator 
derives  his  authority.  The  English  law  will  clearly  pre- 
vail, as  the  lex  foriy  whenever  a  matter  of  procedure  is 
involved. 

(iv.)  Assignment  of  Personal  Property  by  Law  on  Bank^ 
ruptcy  or  Insolvency. — The  transfer  of  personal  property 
by  alienation  inter  vivos  and  by  succession  by  devise  or 
db  intestate  having  been  now  considered,  it  becomes  neces- 
sary to  discuss  the  operation  of  the  xmiversal  assignments 
which  take  place  by  operation  of  law  upon  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  owner.  The  first  question  is,  to  what  property  of 
the  bankrupt  do  these  universal  assignments  to  trustees  or 
assignees  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  extend  ?  And 
this  question  must  be  regarded  as  quite  apart  from  that 
which  is  apparently  connected  with  it,  as  to  the  effect  of 
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a  bankniptcy  in  one  jarisdiction  in  discharging  debts  cod-     PAgrP, 

tracted  in  or  sned  for  in  the  courts  of  another,  depending        

as  it  does  upon  entirely  different  principles.    The  latter    Oap.  vn. 
question  mil  be  discussed  when    the    nature  of  obli-  Bankruptcy. 
gations  is  treated  of,  and  their  inherent  liability  to  dis* 
charge. 

The  question  then  beiug  simply  as  to  the  view  taken  by 
English  Courts  of  the  effect  of  a  bankruptcy  in  assigning 
the  personal  property  of  the  bankrupt,  it  is  obvious  that 
two  sorts  of  bankruptcies  have  to  be  considered.  It  must 
be  seen,  first,  what  effect  English  Courts  attribute  to  an 
English  bankruptcy,  and  secondly,  what  to  a  foreign  one, 
with  regard  to  property  situate  both  within  and  without 
the  jurisdiction  under  which  the  assignment  is  made. 

First,  then,  with  regard  to  an  English  bankruptcy,  by  Effect  of 
8.  15,  subs.  3,  4,  5,  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  it  is  ]^J^  ^ 
enacted  that  there  shall  pass  to  the  trustee  under  the 
bankruptcy '  all  such  property  as  may  belong  to  or  be 
vested  in  the  bankrupt  at  the  oommeDcement  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy, or  may  be  acquired  by  or  devolve  on  him  during 
its  continuance  (with  certain  exceptions  in  the  previous 
subsections  which  are  immaterial  to  this  question)  all 
powers  in  or  over  or  in  respect  of  property,  smd  all  goods 
and  chattels  being  at  the  commencement  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy in  the  possession,  order,  or  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt^  being  a  trader,  by  the  consent  and  permission 
of  the  true  owner,  of  which  goods  and  chattels  the  bank- 
rupt  is  reputed  owner,  or  of  which  he  has  taken  upon 
himself  the  sale  or  dispceition  of  owner.  Choses  in  action, 
other  than  debts  due  to  him  in  the  course  of  his  trade  or 
business,  are  excluded  trom  this  last  category,  of  goods  of 
which  he  has  the  reputed  ownership.  It  will  be  seen  that 
there  is  thus  no  territorial  limitation  in  the  statute,  which 
regards  the  actual  situation  of  personal  chattels  as  im- 
material, on  the  principle  of  mobHia  sequwntur  personam, 
nor  is  there  indeed  any  express  limitation  as  to  real  estate, 
which  is  included  by  the  definition  clause  (s.  4)  in  the 
general  term  of  property,  but  it  has  been  already  pointed 
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Part  h.     oat  (a)  that  a8  to  real  estate  aod  chattek  real,  an  asaign- 
raQPBKTT.    ^^^  j^  g^^  jjy  ^^  ^  ^^^  j^^     jj^j^  extensive 

Oaf.  VIL    operation  of  the  statute  as  to  personal  chattels  is  in 
Barikrupto^.  accordance  with  the  yiew  taken  by  English  law ;  and  it  is 
Bsjiki^i^    ^^U  established  in  England  that  an  English  assignment  in 
jarifidiction  of  ))aDkraptc7  operates  as  a  complete  and  valid  transfer  c( 
Govt  all  the  personal  chattels  of  the  bankrupt  wherever  they 

are  situate  (b).  And  this  is  so,  in  the  oontemplati^m  of 
English  law,  whatever  the  domioil  of  the  bankrupt.  In 
Ex  parte  Critpin  (e)  it  was  decided  <m  appeal  that  an 
alien  non-trader  domiciled  abroad  who  oontracts  debts  in 
England  may  be  made  a  bankmpt  under  the  Bankruptcy 
Act»  1869>  provided  that  an  act  of  bankraptcy  has  been 
committed  in  England,  although  he  may  have  left  Eng- 
land before  the  petition  for  adjudication  is  presented.  So 
under  the  older  statutes,  it  was  held  that  the  essential 
requisite  to  make  an  act  of  bankruptcy  cognisable  in  our 
courts,  was  that  it  should  have  been  o(»nmitted  in  Sng^ 
land  {d).  In  PhiUipa  v.  Himier,  just  cited,  it  was  said 
that  no  foreig^  residence-**^,  domicil^-conld  exempt  an 
English  subject  from  the  operation  of  the  bankruptcy 
laws,  whether  sueh  residence  was  t^nporary  or  perma- 
nent ;  but  the  question  of  nationality  appears  now  to  be 
immaterial  for  this  purpose,  much  less  weight  being  now 
given  to  it  in  such  matters  than  was  formerly  the  case. 
The  principle  of  Exparte  Oriipin  (e)  that  a  foreigner,  who 
has  contracted  a  debt  in  England  and  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  in  England,  is  amenable  to  our  bankrupt  law, 
was  extended  by  a  later  decision  (/)  to  the  case  of  a 
foreigner  who  has  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  in 
England,  and  is  proceeded  against  under  the  Bankruptcy 
Act  by  another  foreigner  in  respect  of  a  debt  contracted 

(a)  Suprh,  p.  166. 

(6)  Phillips  V.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  402 ;  SiU  v.  Worswiek,  1  H.  Bl.  665 ; 
Hunt«r  V.  Potts,  4  T.  R.  182 ;  Wilson's  Owe,  cited  1  H.  Bl.  691 ;  Neal  v. 
CoUingham,  1  H.  Bl.  132,  d.  ;  JEx  parte  BlaJtes,  1  Cox,  308. 

(r)  L.  B.  8  Ch.  374  ;  42  L.  J.  Bank.  65. 

(d)  Ex  parte  Smilh,  Oowp.  402 ;  Inglis  v.  Grant,  5  T.  R.  530 ;  ^brdeii  v. 
James,  Dick.  533. 

(e)  L.  R.  8  Ch.  374 ;  42  L.  J.  Bank.  65. 

(/)  Ex  parte  Pasoai^  Be  Meyer,  K  K.  1  Oh.  D.  509. 
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abroad.    It  yras  contended  on  behalf  of  the  bankrupt  that »  Pabt  n. 
though  his  transient  presence  in  England  wouU  make  him         ''*^'^' 
liable  to  a  common  law  action  in  respect  of  the  debts  con-    Oa?.  VIL 
traoted  abroad  (a),  yet  it  did  not  render  him  subject  to  the  Banhn^to^. 
service  of  a  debtor's  summons  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act»        ^"^ 
for  which  the  same  jurisdiction  was  necessary  as  in  cases 
of  actual  adjudication  (Jb).    Hellish,  LJ.,  howeyer»  q3>- 
pressed  his  opinion  that  transient  presence  and  the  comr 
mission  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  in  England  were  sufficient 
to  found  jurisdiction  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869» 
wl  tether  for  the  seryice  of  a  debtor's  summons  simply ^  or 
for  petition  and  adjudication.    By  the  earlier  Bankruptcy 
Consolidation  Act  of  1849  (s.  277)  foreigners  who  were 
traders  were  expressly  made  subject  to  the  banking  laws, 
and  under  this  and  the  older  statutes  it  was  decided  that 
ibreign  residence  was  immaterial  (0).     The  decisions  in 
the  cases  ot  Ex  parte  Crispin  and  Ex  parte  Pcueal  just 
oitedy  shew  clearly  that  the  question  of  domicil  need  not 
now  be  regarded,  although  Story  seems  to  consider  it  as 
the  basb  of  the  principle  now  under  discnssiont 

English  Courts,  ther^ore,  will  regard  the  title  of  the  Foreign 
trustee  in  an  English  bankruptcy  to  personal  property  J^J^Jj^l^JP^of^ 
situate  abroad  as  complete,  but  the  question  assumes  a 
slightly  different  form  where  this  title  has  already  been 
disregarded  by  a  foreign  Court,  and  a  creditor  of  the  bank- 
rupt has  possessed  himself  by  foreign  judicial  process 
of  the  foreign  property.  Where  such  creditor  is  domiciled 
ill  England  and  has  notice  of  the  English  bankruptcy,  the 
assignees  haye  been  held  entitled  to  recover  the  proceeds 
he  had  thus  appropriated  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  (d) ;  but  appear  to  have  no  right  of  action  against 
a  foreign  garnishee,  who  bas  paid  a  debt  due  to  the  bank- 
rupt estate  to  the  creditor  under  or  in  expectation  of  the 

(a)  JacJuon  v.  ^ttall,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  542. 
(6)  Ex  parte  O'Loghlen,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  406,  410. 

(c)  Alexander  v.  Vattghan^  Cowp.  898 ;  AUen  v.  Canfwnj  4  B.  &  A.  418 ; 
Ex  parU  SmUh,  Cowp.  402 ;  WiUianu  v.  ATtmn,  1  Tonnt  270. 

(d)  Hunter  v.  PotU,  4  T.  R.  182  :  PhiUips  v.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  402 ;  8iU 
V.  Wormoick,  1  H.  Bl.  665;  Exparte  Soinde  By.  Co^  L.  B.  9  UU.  557. 
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Pavt  II.  oompnlsion  of  a  competent  jurisdiction  (a).  From  the 
^^J^'  judgment  of  Lord  Rosdyn  in  fiiB  v.  Wormoiek  Mr.  Went- 
Oap.  vn.  lake  dedaces,  firsts  that  the  title  of  the  aasignees  ooght  to 
Bankrupicff.  he  preferred  to  that  of  any  creditor  by  a  foreign  Court,  if 
intimated  to  it  pend&nie  Hie,  and  secondly,  that  if  it  is  di&* 
regarded  by  it,  an  English  creditor,  but  not  a  foreign  one, 
will  be  compelled  in  an  Elnglish  Court  to  yield  the  proceeds 
he  has  acquired  abroad  to  the  English  assignees  (b).  The 
distinction  drawn  between  an  English  and  foreign  creditor 
is  clearly  one  of  nationality  in  the  authorities  on  which 
this  proposition  is  based,  but  Mr.  Westlake,  though  speak- 
ing of  an  ^  Englishman  "  and  **  an  English  creditor/'  uses 
language  that  would  lead  to  the  belief  that  the  English 
domicil  is  or  should  be  the  distingaishing  test.  The  dis* 
tinction  between  domicil  and  nationality  was  not  so  clearly 
marked  at  the  end  of  the  last  century,  when  those  cases 
were  decided,  as  it  is  at  present^  and  it  is  certainly  diffi- 
cult to  see  now  in  what  sense  an  English  subject  who  has 
acquired  a  foreign  domicil  remains  subject  to  the  English 
bankruptcy  law  with  regard  to  his  acts  done  abroad,  so  as 
to  be  bound  by  an  assignment  under  it  of  the  property  of 
an  English  bankrupt  any  more  than  other  people.  If  the 
creditor  was  domiciled  in  England,  and  so  sabject  to  its 
laws,  the  case  would  be  very  different,  bat  even  then  there 
appears  no  authority  in  the  cases  cited  for  saying  that  he 
would  be  compelled  to  refund,  if  the  foreign  Court,  after 
due  notice  of  the  title  of  the  assignees,  had  pronounced 
judgment  in  his  fftvour.  All  that  is  said  is  that  no  foreign 
Court  that  respected  the  comity  of  nations  ought  to  pro- 
nounce such  a  judgment,  but  that  a  creditor  who  recovers 
in  such  a  way,  and  is  not  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws  of 
England  nor  affected  by  them  (whatever  that  may  mean), 
can  certainly  not  be  compelled  to  refund,  if  sued  by  the 
assignees.    The  validity  of  such  a  judgment  if  pronounced, 

(a)  Le  Cfievalier  v.  Lynch,  Dougl.  170 ;  Cleve  v.  MilU,  Cock.  1764 ;  AUeu 
V.  Douglas,  3  T.  K.  125. 
(6)  Westiakf,  §  279;  1  H.  Bl.  693;  2  U.  Bl.  405,  406,  408. 
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being  in  a  certain  sense  in  rem  (a),  can  hardly  on  general     Pabt  il. 

principles    be  questioned,  at   any  rate  as  between  the        

parties  to  it  Where  there  has  been  no  judgment  pro-  Oap.  YIL 
nounced  by  the  foreign  Court,  but  a  creditor  has  merely  SanhmpUjy, 
obtained  possession  by  foreign  attachment  of  the  bank- 
rupt's  property,  it  is  clear  from  the  later  case  of  SeOmg 
V.  Davis  Q>)  that  whether  there  has  been  a  formal  intima- 
tion to  the  garnishee  or  not  of  the  bankruptcy,  the  creditor 
can  take  nothing  by  such  diligence,  and  if  he  can  be 
reached  by  the  English  Court,  will  be  compelled  to  refund. 
If  he  is  neither  present  within  the  jurisdiction,  nor  has 
property  within  it,  nor  comes  before  the  English  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  to  prove  for  other  debts  due  to  him  in  excess 
of  the  value  of  what  he  has  acquired  by  the  foreign 
process  (0),  it  is  plain  that  he  cannot  be  reached  or 
in  any  way  obliged  to  disgorge.  This  principle  was  also 
admitted  in  Ex  parte  Ddbree  (<2),  where  the  only  real  dis- 
pute was  whether  the  foreign  attachment  was  complete,  so 
as  to  vest  the  property  attached,  before  the  English  bank- 
ruptcy or  not.  Where  the  bankrupt  woa  a  partner  in 
a  firm  trading  and  having  iwsets  both  in  England  and  the 
West  Indies,  and  after  the  English  bankruptcy,  a  creditor 
of  the  firm  attached  a  debt  due  to  the  firm  in  the  West 
Indies,  it  was  held  that  the  assignees  could  not  compel 
him  to  refund  the  proceeds  thus  obtained  («),  the  principle 
being  apparently  that  the  English  bankruptcy  could  not 
affect  the  partnership  assets  situate  abroad,  as  against  the 
foreign  creditors  and  the  foreign  partners.  The  ordinary 
rule  applicable  to  the  bankruptcy  of  a  partner  being  that 
the  partnership  is  dissolved,  and  that  the  trustee  in  the 
bankruptcy  becomes  tenant  in  common  with  the  other 
partners  of  the  partnership  property,  who  retain  their 

(a)  story,  §  592 ;  MoDanieU  v.  EugheSy  3  East,  367 ;  CammeU  v.  Seioell, 
29  L.  J.  Ex.  850. 

(b)  2  Rose,  291 ;  S.O.  2  Dow,  230  ;  see  also  Bayed  Bank  of  ScoOand  v. 
OtUhbert,  2  Boee,  78 ;  Smith  v.  Buchanan,  1  Ea^t,  6. 

(o)  Aa  in  In  re  OrierUal  Irdand  Steam  Co.,  JE^  parte  Soinde  By,  Co., 
L.  B.  9  Ch.  557. 

((0  8  Vea.  82. 

(e)  BrickiBood  v.  MiU^ir,  3  Mc-r.  279 ;  Waring  v.  Knight,  oiled  in  PhiUip9 
V.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  410. 
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authority  to  deal  with  the  biudnesa  in  order  to  wind  it 
up  (a),  the  decision  of  Sir  W.  Grant  in  the  case  jnst 
referred  to  appears  to  have  been  correct 
Bankruptajf.  So  mQoh  for  the  effect  of  an  English  bankruptcy  in 
assigning  personal  chattels  of  the  bankrupt  situate  abroad. 
As  to  the  operation  of  a  foreign  bankniptcy  in  England  > 
the  same  universal  effect  of  such  an  assignment  that  the 
English  law  daims  for  bankruptcies  declared  by  itself,  is 
conceded  by  it  to  those  wbidi  result  from  the  laws  of 
foreign  oountries.  Accordingly,  it  is  settled  that  an 
assignment  by  a  foreign  bankruptcy  passes  all  the  per* 
sonal  property  of  the  bankrupt  situate  in  England,  includ** 
ing  ehoses  in  a^um  (b).  Be  BlUhman  (e)  is  perhaps  a 
little  inconsistent  with  this  doctrinei  Lord  Bomilly  holding 
that  the  question  whether  or  not  an  Australian  insolvency 
applied  to  personalty  in  England  depended  upon  the 
domicil  of  the  insolvent,  who  had  died  since  the  adjudica^ 
tion,  and  that  if  his  domicil  was  English,  and  an  Austm- 
lian  domicil  had  not  been  acquired,  the  title  of  his  English 
executrix  must  prevail.  It  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
quite  clear  whether  Lord  Bomilly  considered  that  it  was 
the  domidl  at  the  time  of  the  adjudication  of  insolvency, 
or  that  at  the  time  of  the  death  which  ought  to  be  regarded, 
as  he  nses  expressions  consistent  with  either  view,  and 
mutually  contradictory  in  his  judgment ;  but  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  as  the  English  bankrupt  law  does  not  require 
an  English  domicil  to  found  its  jurisdiction  (d),  so  it 
riiould  recognise  foreign  insolvencies  and  bankruptcies 
without  inquiring  whether  the  subject  of  them  was  or  was 
not  domiciled  in  the  country  where  his  bankruptcy  or  in- 
solvency was  declared ;  and  this  view  seems  to  be  supported 
by  the  judgment  of  James,  L,J.,  in  a  later  case  (e).  And 
though  it  is  of  course  established  law  that  the  personal 
estate  of  a  testator  or  intestate  shall  be  distributed  accord- 


(a)  LindJey  on  Partnership,  p.  1175. 

(6)  SoUmms  v.  Boss,  1  H.  Bl.  181,  n. ;  Toilet  v.  DeponHu'eu,  ib  132,  n. ; 
Potter  V.  Broum^  5  Eaat,  124 ;  Ex  parte  Cridlatid,  3  V.  &  B.  94. 
(o)  35  Beav.  210 ;  L.  R.  2  Eq.  23.  (d)  Siipra,  p.  230. 

(e)  In  re  Vavidwn's  SeUlemerU  Tru^,  L.  R.  15  Kq.  383. 
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ing  to  the  law  of  bis  domicil,  yet  in  the  first  plaoe,  the  Fast  H. 
Anstralian  assignment  under  the  insolTenoy  in  the  case  of  ''^^'^^' 
Be  BlUhman  ought  to  have  been  held  operative  on  the  Oaf,  vn. 
Jlngiiah  property  by  English  law,  as  part  of  the  law  of  Banhruptay, 
nations,  and  not  m^^ly  by  the  Australian  statute ;  and 
secondly,  if  it  operated  at  all,  it  did  so  at  once,  so  that  at 
the  time  of  the  death  the  English  property  belonged  to 
the  assignees  under  the  insolvency,  and  was  not  part  of 
the  estate  of  the  deceased  for  purposes  of  sttcoession  at  all. 
Where  the  foreign  bankruptcy  is  pending,  and  the  bankr 
mpt,  without  having  obtained  his  discharge  under  it^  is 
adjudicated  bankrupt  on  a  new  petition  in  England,  it 
would  seem  on  principle  that  there  should  be  no  distinc* 
tion  between  this  case  and  that  where  both  the  bankrupt- 
cies are  English  (a).  In  such  an  event  it  was  decided, 
prior  to  the  Bankruptcy  Act  of  1869,  that  the  Court  would 
support  the  title  of  the  assignees  under  the  later  bank- 
ruptcy against  those  under  the  earlier  one  in  respect  of 
property  acquired  between  the  two  bankruptcies,  but  not, 
of  course,  in  respect  of  that  which  the  bankrupt  had  pre- 
viously held  (b). 

All  the  property  of  the  foreign  bankrupt  being  vested  Title  of 
in  his  assignees,  they  become  of  course  entitled  to  hie  j^^|?^^ 
ehoseB  in  custum^  for  which  they  may  have  to  come  to 
English  Courts,  and  their  right  to  sue  there  in  their  own 
names  depends  in  the  first  place  upon'the  (Miginal  negotia- 
bility or  liability  to  assignment  of  the  obligation  which  it 
is  sought  to  put  in  force.  If  the  obligation  was  negotiable 
or  assignaUe  in  its  inception,  then  the  assignees  may  sue 
in  thdr  own  names  (c),  the  question  not  being  then  of  the 
remedy  available,  which  is  a  matter  for  the  lex  fori  (<2), 
but  of  the  nature  of  the  contract.  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  otum  m  wHwn  is  an  ordinary  debt,  the  assignees  are 
not,  according  to  the  view  best  supported,  entitled  to  sue 
on  it  in  their  own  names  (d).    In  the  case  of  Miwii  v. 

(a)  Griffith  on  Banlmiptoy,  p.  94. 

(&)  Morgan  v.  KnigU,  33  L.  J.  G.  P.  168. 

(c)  JBjery  v.  M'TaggaH,  tt  M.  &  S.  126 ;  Wolff  v.  Oxhaime,  ib.  99. 

(d)  In/ruy  Ciiup.  X.  (e)  Wolff  v.  Oxhdme,  6  M.  &  6.  92,  99. 
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Past  II.     Fumiifal  (a),  the  point  waa  not  distinctly  raised.    There 

Pbopibtt.    u^^  bankrupt,  prior  to  his  bankruptcy  and  the  appoint- 

Cap.  yii.    ment  of  provisional  syndics  in  France,  had  become  the 

Batikn^e^  Creditor  of  the  defendant  on  a  French  award  and  judgment, 

and  the  contest  was  rather  whether  two  of  the  syndics 

were  entitled  to  sue  in  their  own  names  by  the  law  of 
France^  than  whether  the  English  law  as  to  the  non-assign- 
ability  of  obligations  was  to  preraiL  O^OaUaffhan  v. 
Xhomond  (b),  where  the  assignee  of  an  Irish  judgment, 
made  assignable  by  an  Irish  statute*  was  held  entitled  to 
sue  in  his  own  name,  was  not  cited,  but  the  Court  were 
perhaps  entitled  to  apply  the  principle  of  that  case,  the 
debt  being  on  a  French  judgment.  Parke,  B.,  in  his 
judgment,  treated  the  plaintiffs  not  strictly  as  assignees 
of  the  creditor's  diceea  in  action,  but  as  mandatories  or 
agents  for  the  creditors  under  the  French  bankrupt  law. 
In  Stniih  v.  Bwhana/n  (c)  Lord  Kenyon  said  the  English 
law  so  £60*  gave  way  to  foreign  laws  of  bankruptcy  that 
.assignees  of  bankrupts  denying  title  under  foreign  ordi- 
nances were  permitted  to  sue  here  for  debts  due  to  the 
bankrupt's  estate,  but  that  dietvm^  if  it  meant  that  such 
assignees  were  entitled  to  sue  in  their  own  nameSi  is  cer^ 
tainly  inconsistent  with  the  later  cases  already  cited  {d), 
and  considerable  doubt  is  thrown  by  Story,  §  565,  on  the 
decisions  in  the  two  cases  mentioned  above.  The  general 
principle  that  an  obligation  not  assignable  in  its  ino^ion 
cannot  be  sued  for  by  an  assignee,  either  for  valuable 
consideration  or  under  a  bankruptcy,  in  a  form  which  does 
not  recognise  the  ordinary  assignment  of  e}um$  in  action^ 
appears  to  be  strictly  analogous  to  the  rule  as  to  debts 
due  to  the  estate  of  a  testator  or  intestate,  which  requures 
the  personal  representative  to  perfect  his  title  according 
to  the  lex  foriy  by  taking  out  administration  in  his  own 
name,  before  he  can  recover  them  by  suit. 

By  the  Judicature  Act,  1873,  s.  25,  subsect.  6,  it  is 

(o)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  277.  Q))  3  Taunton,  81. 

(c)  1  Eaet,  6,  11. 

(d)  Jeff«ry  v.  M'Tagqatt,  6  M.  &  S.  12G;  Wolff  v.  OxhoLmey  ib,  92; 
FollioU  V.  Ogden,  1  H.  Bl.  131. 
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enacted  that  any  absolute  assignment  by  writing  under     PabtII. 

the  hand  of  the  assignor  (not  purporting  to  be  by  way  of        

charge  only)  of  any  debt  or  other  legal  chose  in  aetiofiy    Cap,  vn. 
of  whioh  express  notice  in  writing  shall  have  been  given  Bankrupteg. 
to  the  debtor,  trustee^  or  other  person  from  whom  the^^."^jj.^ 
assignor  would  have  been  entitled  to  receive  or  claim  such  of  choees  in 
debt  or  eho9e  in  action^  shall  be»  and  be  deemed  to  have     *^' 
been,  effectual  in  law  (subject  to  prior  equities)  to  pass 
and  transfer  the  legal  right  to  such  debt  or  ehase  in  action 
from  the  date  of  such  notice,  and  all  legal  and  other 
remedies  for  the  same.    It  would,  therefore,  seem  that 
the  assignees  under  a  foreign  bankruptcy  could  now  obtain 
a  clear  title  to  sue  in  their  own  names  for  choses  in  action 
of  the  bankrupt  in  England,  by  calling  upon  him  to 
execute  to  them  such  a  written  assignment  as  the  section 
just  quoted  contemplates,  and  giving  the  required  notice 
to  the  garnishee.  The  distribution  of  assets  under  a  bank- 
ruptcy is  entirely  a  matter  for  the  lex  fori,  under  the 
authority  of  which  the  bankrupt  has  been  adjudicated  and 
the  distribution  ordered.  Thus  all  questions  of  the  priority 
of  creditors  must  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  country 
where  the  bankruptcy  takes  place  (a),  and  the  question 
whether  or  not  a  creditor's  claim  is  capable  of  proof  at  all 
must  be  referred  to  the  same  test  (b).    And  where  double 
proof  against  the  estates  of  two  bankrupt  firms  is  not 
allowed  by  English  law,  the  fact  that  the  first  bankruptcy 
under  which  the  creditor  has  proved  was  in  Brazil  will 
not  render  his  proof  admissible  under  the  bankruptcy  in 
England  (c).     It  should  be  remarked,  however,  that  in 
this  case  the  bills  which  it  was  desired  to  make  the  subject 
of  the  proof  had  been  accepted  in  England,  so  that  the 
English  law  might  have  been  applied  as  that  of  the  place 
where  the  contract  was  to  be  performed  (d).    Moreover, 
a  foreign  creditor,  residing  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

(a)  Thurbwm  y.  Steward,  L.  R.  3  P.  C.  478 ;  Pa/rdo  v.  Bingkan^  L.  B. 
6Eq.  485. 

(b)  Mx  parte  Melboum,  L.  B.  6  Ch.  64. 

(c)  Ex  parte  Chldsmid,  7  H.  L.  0.  785 ;  B.C.  1  De  G.  &  J.  257. 

(d)  See  judgment  of  Tiumer,  L.  J.,  1  De  G.  ft  J.  285,  and  Don  y.  Lippman^ 
5  CI.  &  F.  1. 
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Fast  il     Court  of  Bankruptoyy  who  oomes  in  and  proves  his  debt 

^^j^^'    in  an  English  bankmptoy  or  liquidation,  brings  himself 

Oap.vil    thereby  within  the  general  jnrisdiction  of  the  Court  as  to 

BankrupUf.  the  administration  of  the  estate*  just  as  if  he  were  residing 

within  it;  so  that  an  order  can  be  made  upon  him  to 

restore  property  of  the  banknipt  or  debtor  improperly  in 

his  possession  (a).    It  would  seem  that  the  mere  faot  of  a 

foreign  assignee  being  present  in  England  with  assets  in 

his  hands  will  not  warrant  an  Elnglish  Court  in  assuming 

to  control  his  management  of  the  estate,  at  any  rate 

unless  it  is  suflBcientiy  shewn  that  the  bankrupt  has  failed 

to  obtain  justice  in  the  ordinary  courts  of  the  country 

where  the  bankruptcy  took  place  (l). 

8UMMABT. 

▲SSIQNMENT  OF  MOVABLE  FEBSONAL  ESTATE  ON 
BAimBUPTCY  OB  1N80LVENGT. 

p.  280.  To  found  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  it  is 

not  necessary  that  the  alleged  bankrupt  should  be  domiciled 
in  England.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  debt  in  respect  of  which 
bankruptcy  proceedings  are  taken  was  contracted,  and  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  took  place,  in  England,  the  debtor  him- 
self being  commorant  or  even  transiently  present  there. 
And  it  seems  to  be  enough  that  the  last  two  conditions 
should  be  complied  with,  though  the  debt  was  contracted 
abroad. 

Assignment  under  an  English  bankruptcy  includes  all 
movable  personal  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  wherever  situate, 
and  whatever  his  domicil. 

pp.  281, 232.  The  title  of  the  trustee  is  therefore  complete  to  all 
movable  chattels  of  the  bankrupt  abroad,  including  chases 
in  action.  But  if  a  foreign  creditor  of  the  bankrupt  has 
obtained  possession  of  any  such  movables  by  a  competent 
judgment  of  a  local  Court,  the  title  of  the  trustee  ?all  not 
prevail  against  him  even  in  England ;   though  there  is 

(a)  £xparU  Bdbertwn,  Be  Morton^  L.  B.  20  Eq.  783^ 

(b)  Smith  V.  MoffaU,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  397. 
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some  authority  for  contending  that  if  a  domiciled  English-     Pabt  n. 
man  has  used  like  diligence,  an  English  Court  will  not    ^*°^"'^' 
allow  him  to  hold  the  proceeds  as  against  the  trustee.    Cap.  VIL 
Nothing  less,  however,  than  a  judgfnenU  of  a  competent 
foreign  Court  will  in  any  case  defeat  the  trustee's  title. 

Assignment  under  a  foreign  bankruptcy  to  foreign  p.  234. 
assignees  extends  to  all  the  movable  personal  estate  of 
the  bankrupt  in  England,  including  ehoses  in  adion*  It 
is  not,  howeyer,  clear  that  if  the  bankrupt's  domicil  be 
English  the  title  of  his  foreign  assignees  will  prevcdl 
against  that  of  his  personal  representative  on  his  deaths 

The  right  of  the  foreign  assignees  to  sue  in  England  p-  285. 
for  a  debt  due  to  the  bankrupt  will  be  the  same  as  that 
which  would  be  conferred  by  an  ordinary  English  assign- 
ment of  the  debt. 

Priorities  of  creditors  and  all  other  questions  of  proof  p.  237. 
and  distribution  under  a  bankruptcy  will  be  governed  by 
the  lex  fart ;  which  will  deal  with  creditors  who  have  sub- 
mitted to  the  jurisdiction  by  ooming  before  the  Court 
without  regard  to  their  domioU. 

(v.)  Alienaiion  of  Movable  Personal  Property  by  Mar* 
riage. — The  last  species  of  assignment  by  which  personal  ABsignments 
property  is  transferred  is  that  universal  assignment  which  ^XBiSefltYT 
results  from  the  marriage  of  the  owner  when  a  woman, 
and  is  absolutely  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  matrimonial 
domicil — f.e.,  the  domicil  of  the  husband  at  the  time  of 
the  celebration  of  the  marriage.  Story  cites  for  this  the 
words  of  Lord  Meadowbank  in  the  PioyoX  Bank  of  Scotland 
V.  OtUhbert  (a) :  "  When  a  lady  of  fortune  having  a  great 
deal  of  money  in  Scotland,  or  stock  in  the  banks  or  public 
companies  there,  marries  in  London,  the  whole  property 
is  ipso  jure  her  husband's.  It  is  assigned  to  him.  The 
legal  assignment  of  a  marriage  operates  without  regard  to 
territory  all  the  world  over."  It  is  obvious,  however,  that 
this  language  is  just  as  applicable  to  the  lex  loci  celebra- 
tionis as  to  the  lex  donUcUii,  and  it  is  extremely  probable 

(a)  1  Bo6e  App.  iSh 
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Part  ii.     that  the  learned  judge  was  confonndinG:  the  two  laws,  the 

'    case  before  him  being  that  of  an  English  adjudication  of 

Cap,  vn.  bankruptcy  against  a  firm  carrying  on  business  both  in 
A$ngnmenu  Edinburgh  and  in  London,  and  whose  domicil  for  the 
<m  marriage,  puj^g^g  ^f  ^he  case  was  Considered  as  being  in  both 
countries  equally.  The  principle  of  the  Ux  domieSuy  how- 
ever, is  regarded  by  all  writers  as  firmly  established  (a). 
The  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil  is  also  that  which 
is  strictly  applicable  to  marriage  settlements  of  personal 
property  as  between  husband  and  wife,  yet  this  statement 
is  not  to  be  accepted  without  qualification.  For  example, 
its  efiect  does  not  survive  as  against  creditors  when  the 
husband  is  afterwards  adjudicated  bankrupt  in  another 
competent  jurisdiction,  but  the  law  there  in  force  will 
prevail  (b).  This  simply  follows  from  the  general  rule 
that  in  a  distribution  of  assets  in  a  eoneu/nus  of  creditors, 
the  order  of  distribution  is  a  matter  for  the  lex  fori  where 
the  distribution  takes  place  (e)  ;  and  does  not  at  all  inter- 
fere with  the  principle  that  the  law  of  the  matrimonial 
domicil  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  regulates  the  rights 
which  husband  and  wife  acquire  in  each  other's  personal 
property.  By  placing  himself  within  the  reach  of  a  fordgn 
bankrupt  law,  the  husband  in  ThurbiMm  v.  Steward  ren^ 
dered  himself  and  his  wife  liable  to  the  operation  of  that 
law  upon  all  the  rights  that  had  become  vested  in  them  at 
the  time  of  their  marriage.  The  reverse  case  occurred  in 
Ex  parte  MeHboum  (d),  where  the  matrimonial  domicil  was 
foreign,  and  the  bankruptcy  occurred  in  England.  On  the 
same  principle  that  was  the  ground  of  the  decision  in 
^%^lrh^m^  v.  Stetvard^  the  wife  was  allowed  in  the  case  last 
mentioned,  following  the  English  law,  to  prove  for  a  sum 
agreed  to  be  settled  upon  her,  though  the  law  of  Batavia, 
where  the  parties  were  domiciled  and  the  settlement  was 
made  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  rendered  the  contract 
of  settlement  invalid  as  against  creditors  for  want  of  regis- 

(a)  Story,  §  423 ;  Westlake,  §  366. 
(h)  Thurhum  v.  Steioard,  L.  R.  3  P.  0.  478. 
(fl)  Per  Lord  Cairns,  L.  R.  3  P.  C.  613. 
(d)  L.  R.  6  Ch.  64. 
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tration.   Nor  is  the  law  of  the  matrituonial  domicil  neces*  Pabt  ii. 

sarily  that  which  regulates  the  interpretation  and   con-  ^^H^' 

straction  of  settlements  of  personal  property  made  on  Cap.  Yn. 


marriage.  In  interpreting  ambiguous  or  technical  expres-  Aagignmenu 
sions  the  domicil  of  the  parties  is  an  element  which  ought  ^  n^rriag^, 
to  be  taken  into  consideration  (a\  but  where  there  is  no 
expression  of  a  contrary  intention,  a  marriage  settlement, 
like  an  ordinary  contract,  is  to  be  interpreted  according  to 
the  law  of  the  country  where  it  is  executed  (b).  In  the 
words  of  Story,  the  general  rule  is  in  no  case  more  firmly 
adhered  to  than  in  cases  of  nuptial  contracts  and  settle-  Conflict 
ments — ^that  ¥nitten  agreements  are  to  be  construed  and  i^^dlex 
enforced  according  to  the  lex  loci  contractus  (c).  In  most  <^om«»lw, 
<A  the  cases,  however,  the  place  of  the  matrimonial  domicil 
is  also  that  where  the  settlement  is  executed,  and  a  con- 
flict between  the  two  laws  does  not  arise.  Westlake  says, 
on  the  same  subject,  that  while  the  external  and  formal 
requisites  depend  generally  on  the  place  of  celebration, 
the  interpretation  generally,  and  the  legality  and  opera- 
tion always,  depend  upon  the  domicil  (d).  In  Anstruther 
y.  Adair  («),  the  domicil  of  the  parties  was  Scotch,  and  an 
antenuptial  contract,  a£fecting  the  personalty  which  was  the 
subject-matter  of  the  suit,  had  been  entered  into  in  Scot- 
land. In  holding  that  the  contract  must  be  governed  by 
the  Scotch  law.  Lord  Brougham  said  nothing  to  indicate 
whether  that  law  was  adopted  as  being  the  lex  domicilii  or 
the  lex  loci  contractus^  but  rested  his  judgment  solely  on 
the  ground  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  would  be 
defeated  if  the  Scotch  law  was  not  followed.  The  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  is,  no  doubt,  the  true  governing  prin- 
ciple, if  it  can'be  ascertained,  but  the  question  is  whether 
the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil,  or  that  of  the  place 
where  the  contract  is  entered  into,  is  most  likely  to  be  in 

(a)  Lanadown  v.  Latudoitm,  2  Bligh,  60,  S7. 

(b)  Holmes  v.  Hohnes,  1  Buss.  &  My.  660 ;  Lansdown  v.  Lansdoum,  2  Bligh, 
60;  Tnmhey  v.  Vignier,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  151,  and  infra,  Chap.Vni.  (ii). 

(c)  Story,  §  276. 

(d)  Westlake,  §  371. 

(e)  2  My.  &  K.  518.    See  Warrender  y.  Warrender,  2  CI.  &  F.  468 ; 
8awer  v.  ShiUe^  1  Anstr.  63. 
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PAirr  n.  the  minds  of  the  ocmtraotmg  parties.  And  though  West- 
^Z^^  '  lake,  in  the  passage  qnoted,  refers  the  interpretation  of 
Cap,  vn.  marriage  contracts  to  Ihe  law  of  the  doinicil,  he  elsewhere 
A9aignmmu$  cxpresses  a  viow  more  consistent  with  that  taken  by  Story, 
^"*^^^^^^^  when  treating  of  the  interpretation  and  constraction  of 
contracts  generally  (a).  Fovibert  y.  ZVn^  (&),  again,  was  a 
case  where  the  place  of  the  matrimonial  domicil,  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  contract,  was  also  the  place 
where  the  contract  was  executed,  and  there  is  nothing 
in  the  decision  to  support  either  law  at  expense  of  the 
other*  A  different  state  of  things  existed  in  Ihmcan  y. 
Oannan  (0),  but  there  the  marriage  contract,  though  pre- 
pared and  signed  in  England,  was  in  the  Scotch  form,  so 
that  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  be  goyemed  by  the 
Scotch  law  was  clearly  indicated.  And  as  Lord  Justice 
Knight  Bruce,  in  giying  judgment,  attached  as  much 
weight  to  this  fact  as  to  the  domidl  of  the  husband,  it  is 
hardly  an  authority  for  the  law  of  the  domidl  as  opposed 
to  that  of  the  place  of  the  contract  in  cases  where  the 
forms  prescribed  by  the  latter  law  axe  adopted.  In  Este  y. 
Smyth  (d)  the  marriage  contract  was  executed,  and  the 
marriage  celebrated,  in  France,  and  the  yalidity  of  the 
former  by  its  terms  depended  upcm  that  of  the  latter. 
The  parties  were  English  by  nationality,  and  the  marriage 
was  celebrated  at  the  English  Embassy*  Lord  Bomilly  in 
effect  held,  that  whether  this  was  a  good  marriage  or  not 
by  the  law  of  France,  it  was  good  in  an  English  Court, 
and  that  the  contract  (to  that  extent)  must  be  construed 
by  English  rules.  But  as  to  the  general  rights  of  the 
parties  he  held  that  the  French  law  must  preyail,and  that 
the  contract  must  be  expounded  by  ity  in  order  that  the 
intention  of  the  parties  might  be  carried  into  effect.  Of 
the  matrimonial  domicil  nothing  is  said  in  the  judgment, 
except  that  the  fact  of  the  parties  being  resident  in  France 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  contract  was  imma- 

(a)  Wcstlake.  §  188. 
lb)  Prec.  Ch.  207  ;  1  Bro.  P.  C.  38. 
(0)  18  Beav.  128 ;  7  Do  G.  M.  &  Q.  78. 
(rf)  18  Beav.  112. 
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tenslf  and  Westlake  says  of  this  case  that  the  domioil  was  Past  n. 

really  French,  and  the  contract  interpreted  by  French  _p*R^- 

law.    So  far  as  this  is  true  it  is  obyioos  that  the  case  is  ^^^  ^^^* 


not  an  authority  for  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil  as  A$ngnment$ 
opposed  to  that  of  the  place  of  the  execation  of  the  con-  ^  marriage. 
tracts.     In  ChiepraUe  v.  Younff  (a)  the  law  of  France, 
which  was  the  domicil  of  the  husband  and  the  loem  eele* 
brcUioniSf  was  expressly  adopted  by  the  nuptial  contract 

The  didum  of  Mr.  Westlake  just  cited,  to  the  effect  Lex  domicaa 
that  the  legality  and  operation  of  marriage  ^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
depends  always  upon  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil, 
cannot  now  be  accepted  in  its  entirety,  at  any  rate  with 
regard  to  a  settlement  made  in  England  in  a  case  where 
the  domicil  of  the  husband  only  is  foreign.  In  such  a 
case  it  would  seem  that  an  English  Court  will  be  indis* 
posed  to  allow  the  subsequent  operation  of  the  settlement 
to  be  interfered  with  by  any  act  of  foreign  law,  though 
that  law  belongs  to  the  matrimonial  domicil.  Thus, 
where  a  settlement  ha3  been  made  in  England  on  a 
marriage  between  a  domiciled  Turkish  subject  and  an 
English  lady,  entered  into  on  the  faith  of  the  husband's 
representations  that  he  would  reside  in  England,  a  divorce 
in  Turkey  was  disregarded,  the  effect  of  which  by  Turkish 
law  was  to  annul  the  settlement*  but  which  had  in  fact 
been  pronounced  without  notice  to  the  wife  or  the  other 
persons  interested  under  the  settlement  (6).  It  cannot 
be  said,  however,  that  Hall,  Y.O.,  in  that  case  expressly 
decided  against  the  law  of  the  domicile  inasmuch  as  he 
expressed  himself  satisfied  that  the  husband  represented 
to  the  wife  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  that  he  intended 
to  leaye  Turkey  and  come  to  reside  as  a  domiciled  Eng- 
lishman, whether  that  was  in  reality  his  intention  or  not. 
It  was  apparently  assumed  that  this  fact  was  sufficient  to 
oust  the  law  of  the  husband's  actual  domicil  altogether, 
and  the  Yice-Chancellor  said  that  the  rights  of  the 
parties  claiming  under  the  settlement  must  be  recognised 

(a)  4  De  6.  &  Sm.  217. 

(/>)  CollU  Y.  Uedor,  L.  B.  19  Eq.  334,  310. 
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Pabt  n.     and  dealt  with  acoordins:  to  Ensrlish  law,  by  which  the 

'    oontract,  being  EngUsh,  was  admittedly  to  be  expounded. 

Cap,  vn.  Regarding  the  contract  as  English,  it  was  farther  said  that 
AmignvMnU  a  Turkish  Ooort  could  not  make  void  an  English  settle- 
an  mamage,  jj^qj^^  Jq  f^^  absence  of  parties  taking  benefits  under  it. 
It  is  not  quite  dear  whether  the  Vice-Chanoellor  intended 
by  the  expression  *'  an  English  settlement "  a  contract 
that  had  been  made  in  England,  and  nothing  more,  or  a 
contract  that  had  been  made  in  England  by  a  person  who 
announced  at  the  same  time  his  intention  of  taking  an 
English  domicil ;  but  it  is  plain  enough,  that  inasmuch  as 
the  matrimonial  domicil  remained  as  a  matter  of  fact 
Turkish  throughout,  the  decision  is  an  authority  to  shew 
that  the  law  of  that  domicil  is  not  allowed  absolutely  to 
control  a  settlement  made  in  England.  Perhaps  the 
clearest  way  of  indicating  the  principle  inrolred  is  that 
taken  by  Lord  Bomilly  in  an  earlier  case  (a)  ;  where  it 
was  said,  that  if  a  foreigner  and  an  Englishwoman  make 
an  express  contract  previous  to  marriage,  and  if  on  the 
faith  of  that  contract  the  marriage  afterwards  takes  place, 
and  if  the  contract  relates  to  the  regulation  of  property 
within  the  jurisdiction  and  subject  to  the  laws  of  this 
country,  in  such  a  case  an  English  Court  will  administer 
the  law  on  the  subject  as  if  the  whole  matter  were  to  be 
regulated  by  English  law.  From  the  two  cases  last  cited 
the  test  question  appears  to  be,  by  what  law  did  the 
parties  intend  that  their  rights  under  the  contract  should 
be  governed  ?  In  Van  Orutten  v.  Dtghy^  Lord  Bomilly, 
while  admitting  that  foreigners — 1.0.,  persons  domiciled 
abroad — may  enter  into  contracts  in  England  to  be  go- 
verned exclusively  by  the  law  of  their  own  country,  held 
that  the  efiect  of  the  provisions  in  the  particular  marriage 
settlement  then  under  his  consideration  was,  that  the 
subject-matter  of  it  was  to  be  regulated  by  English  laws. 
So  in  CoUis  V.  H&ctor  the  circumstance  that  the  marriage 
had  been  entered  into  on  the  faith  of  a  representation  by 
the  husband,  that  he  intended  forthwith  to  change  his 

(a)  Van  Gruiten  v.  Dighy,  81  Beav.  561. 
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domicil  from  Turkey  to  England,  was   considered   as  PabtIL 
clearly  shewing  that  the  law  of  England  was  the  proper         "°'^' 

one  to  regulate  its  eflTect,  as  it  was  the  only  one  which  was  Cap.  vn. 


expected  to  do  so.  The  earlier  case  of  WaUa  v.  Shrtrnp-  A$8ignments 
ton  (a)  is  less  clearly  indicative  of  regard  to  the  intention  ^  marriage. 
of  the  parties,  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  appear  plainly 
from  the  judgment  whether  the  funds  which  were  the 
subject-matter  of  the  litigation  were  or  were  not  com- 
prised in  the  settlement,  and  thnt  very  question  was  dis- 
puted in  the  course  of  the  argument  The  husband's 
domicil  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  was  French,  and  the 
settlement  was  made  in  England,  both  the  contracting 
parties  being  English  by  nationality,  and  under  these  cir- 
cumstances it  was  held  by  Lord  Bomilly  that  the  contract 
was  English,  and  to  be  regulated  by  English  law.  So  far 
as  it  related  to  property  in  England,  there  was  no  doubt 
the  same  reason  for  appealing  to  the  English  law  that 
existed  in  Van  Qrviten  v,  Bighy. 

8UMMABY. 
ASSIONMEUTT  OF  PEBSONAL  PBOPERTY  ON  MABRIAOE. 

Where  no  marriage  contract  or  settlement  is  entered  p.  289. 
into,  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  and  to  each  other's  goods 
are  absolutely  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the 
husband  at  the  time  the  marriage  takes  place. 

When  there  is  such  a  marriage  contract  or  settlement,  pp.  241, 243. 
the  law  of  the  domicil  is  prima  faeie  that  which  regulates 
its  validity  and  interpretation ;  but  if  the  place  where  the 
contract  is  executed  is  not  that  of  the  matrimonial  domi- 
ciU  the  governing  law  appears  to  be  that  of  the  place 
which  must  be  taken  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation 
of  the  parties,  either  as  their  intended  future  residence,  or 
as  the  locus  of  the  sabject-matter  of  the  settlement. 

Even  where  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  proper  govern-  p.  240. 
ing  law,  in  consequence  of  the  marriage  having  been 

(a)  21  Beav.  97. 
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Fabt  n.     celebrated,  and  the  contract  entered  into,  in  the  oonntry 

Pbopebtt.    q£  ^^^  domicil ;   yet  the  rights  created  by  it  will  not 

Cap.  vn.     prevail  against  a  subsequent  bankruptcy  of  the  husband 

in  a  competent  foreign  court,  inasmuch  as  the  distribution 

of  assets  in  a  concursm  of  creditors  is  governed  by  the  less 

fori  alone. 
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Part  III —ACTS.  part  m. 

Acts. 


CHAPTER  VIIL  Qap.  yiil 

CONTRACTS. 

Inasicuch  as  the  greater  part  of  the  contractfl  entered 
into  in  the  transaction  of  the  ordinary  business  of  life 
relate  more  or  less  directly  to  property,  of  one  kind  or 
another,  it  has  been  necessary  in  the  course  of  the  pre- 
ceding pages,  while  speaking  of  the  operation  of  local  and 
foreign  laws  npon  movable  and  immovable  property,  to 
refer  more  than  once  to  the  relation  to  the  same  laws  of 
the  contracts  by  which  such  property  is  dealt  with,  and 
to  shew  that  the  operation  of  those  contracts  is  often 
modified  and  governed  by  the  effect  of  the  lex  situs  upon 
the  subject-matter  with  which  they  are  concerned.  Tbe 
necessity  of  treating  of  the  rights  and  capacities  oi  persons 
has  simikrly  given  rise  to  a  discussion,  which  would  other- 
wise  have  been  premature,  of  the  effect  which  such  strictly 
personal  qualifications  have  upon  the  contracts  into  which 
the  persons  enter.  It  is  nevertheless  possible,  theoretically 
speaking,  to  consider  the  subject  of  contracts  by  itself, 
abstracting  them  in  theory  from  the  persons  who  make 
them  and  the  property  which  they  concern.  In  practice 
it  will  no  doubt  frequently  be  found  that  the  law  of 
persons,  and  the  law  of  property,  arise  either  singly  or 
together  to  compete  with  the  law  of  contracts  for  the 
ultimate  decision  of  the  particular  case  which  is  the  sub- 
ject of  inquiry ;  but  this  is  a  difSculty  which  is  not  con- 
fined to  private  international  jurisprudence,  and  occurs 
with  equal  frequency  in  the  investigation  of  ordinary 
municipal  law.    But  the  inevitable  result  must  be,  that 
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Past  m.  just  88,  in  the  consideration  of  the  claims  of  English  law 

^"^'  to  regulate  things  and  persons,  it  was  not  practicable  to 

Cap,  vm.  escape  entirely  from  its  operation  upon  contracts,  so  in 

Cantracta—  the  discussion  of  contract^  it  will  be  impossible  nniformly 

Jurudidian,  ^  jg^^^j^  ^j^^^  j^^  ^j  persons  and  things. 

In  considering  the  jurisdiction  assumed  by  English  law 
over  contracts,  and  the  extent  of  its  right  to  determine 
and  define  those  which  come  before  it,  the  following 
factors  must  be  regarded  as  important :  (i.)  The  place 
where  the  contract  was  made,  or  the  locus  cctUractw  00b- 
braiumis ;  (ii.)  the  place  where  the  contract  is  to  be  or 
was  to  be  performed,  or  the  locm  scHtUianis  ;  (iii.)  the  sUus, 
or  situation  of  the  property  which  it  is  intended  by  the 
contracting  parties  to  affect ;  (iv.)  the  riaius  of  the  con- 
tracting parties  themselyes ;  and  (v.)  the  operation  of  the 
lex  fori  upon  the  remedy  which  the  litigants  seek  to 
obtain  from  the  English  Court.  The  questions  of  sUm 
rei  and  statw  personas  have  already  been  discussed,  and 
the  whole  subject  of  remedies  will  be  considered  when 
treating  of  Procedure  (a) ;  but  it  will  not  be  practicable  to 
keep  the  consideration  of  contract  law  as  a  whole  entirely 
distinct  from  these  last-mentioned  branches  of  the  subject. 
It  is  proposed  to  treat  here  of  contracts  from  their  incep- 
tion to  their  enforcement  according  to  the  natural  order 
in  which  the  difficulties  arising  from  the  subject  present 
themselyes. 

(L)  Jurisdiction  as  to  Contracts. 

It  is  not  proposed  to  enter  into  the  questions  of  jurisdic- 
tion which  are  peculiar  to  Boman  jurisprudence  and  to 
the  systems  of  those  countries  which  are  derived  from  the 
civil  law.  The  distinctions  between  the  forum  ret,  the 
forum  domicilii,  the  forum  actoris,  the  forvm  rei  sitse,  the 
forum  rei  gestse,  and  the//arttm  rei  solvendss,  are  of  little 
practical  importance  to  the  English  lawyer  (b),  whose 

(a)  Infra,  Chap.  X. 

(h)  They  may  be  found  discussed  in  Story,  §  532-538;  WesUake,  p.  89, 
p.  104 ;  J.  Voet,  Pandect,  torn,  i,  lib.  5,  §  77,  seq. 
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object  it  18  to  inquire  simply  how  far  the  statntory  and    Pabt  nL 

common  law  powers  of  his  own  Courts  extend,  and  over        

what  matters  they  will  assume  and  maintain  jurisdiction.     Cap,  vm. 
The  element  of  the  English  common  law,  which  as  a   Contnuu— 
matter  of  fact  prevented  these  questions  from  ever  arising  •^«*''*^^<^ 
in  its  administration,  was  the  technical  rule  of  vefMkBy  which  Boles  of 
divided  all  actions  into  two  exhaustive  classes,  locoH  and  *^^^ 
tramUary.  Local  actions  were  those  connected  in  any  way 
with  the  soO,  which  it  was  always  necessary  to  bring  in 
the  country  where  the  cause  of  action  arose,  and  the  dis- 
tinction arose  in  the  following  way.    By  the  old  common 
law  the  jurors  were  to  be  summoned  from  the  particular 
place  or  neighbourhood  (vidnetum,  i;i8n6)^where  the  facts 
happened,  it  being  then  thoaght  highly  desirable  that 
they  should  be  cognizant  of  their  own  knowledge  (a), 
apart  from  the  evidence,  of  the  matters  in  dispute.  It  was 
therefore  necessary,  for  the  guidance  of  the  sheriff  in 
executisg  the  writ  of  venire  faoiae,  that  the  pleadings 
should  shew  what  the  place  or  neighbourhood  was  (b), 
and  the  term  ^  laying  the  venue  "  was  given  to  the  required 
allegation.    But  in  course  of  time  the  jury  began  to  be 
summoned  no  longer  as  witnesses,  but  as  judges,  to  receive 
the  facta  from  the  testimony  of  others  judicially  examined 
before  them  (0),  and  the  necessity  of  their  being  summoned 
from  ^the  vieinetwn  where  the  facts  occurred — in  other 
words,  the  necessity  for  that  reason  of  the  ifenue  being 
truly  laid— ceased.  It  was  from  this  time  that  the  distinc- 
tion between  local  and  transitory  actions  began;  the 
former  including  all  matters  necessarily  involving  the 
idea  of  a  certain  place  or  part  of  the  soil,  the  latter  those 
which  affected  the  person,  or  the  movables  which  follow 
the  person,  and  which  might  therefore  have  happened 
anywhere.     With  regard  to  local  actions,  it  was  held 
that  if  the  venue  alleged  in  the  margin  of  the  pleadings 
was  untruly  laid — ».«.,  if  on  trial  the  action  appeared  to  be 


(a)  Co.  Lttt  by  Harg.  125  a,  n.  (1). 

(6)  Ildertan  ▼.  Bderton,  2  H.  Bl.  161 ;  Go.  Litt  125,  a,  b.' 

(r)  Stephon  on  Pleading,  7th  od.  p.  235. 
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Pabt  m.    connected  with  the  soil  of  some  place  outside  <he  county 

^       of  the  ifemie  as  laid — ^the  variaDoe  was  fatal,  and  the 

Q^'^^^™-  plaintiff  failed.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  fects  of  the 
Cantraou^  actiou  woie  troMiiafy — {.e.,  such  as  might  have  occurred 
Juriididum.  anywhere— the  fact  that  the  venue,  as  laid,  was  not  the 
place  where  they  were  actually  proved  to  have  happened, 
was  immaterial  (a).  The  consequence  was  that  any  con- 
tract, not  directly  connected  with  the  soil,  conld  be  sued 
on  in  an  English  Court  without  regard  to  the  place  where 
it  arose  or  was  to  be  performed,  if  the  defendant  conld  be 
only  rendered  amenable  to  the  Court's  process,  and  service 
could  be  effected  upon  him  according  to  its  regulationa 

The  former  practice  of  the  Common  Law  and  Chancery 
Courts  differed  in  several  essential  points.    At  common 
law,  personal  service  within  the  realm  was  necessary  until 
Effect  of        1852.    The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of  that  year 
ComiiK)!!  Law  permitted  service  abroad  (except  in  Scotland  or  Ireland) 
Acts.  in  actions   against   both    British   subjects   (s.   18)  and 

foreigners  (b)  (s.  19),  when  there  was  a  cause  of  action 
which  arose  within  the  jurisdiction,  or  in  respect  of  the 
breach  of  a  contract  made  within  the  jurisdiction ;  and 
the  Court  or  a  judge,  on  being  satisfied  by  affidavit  of 
these  facts,  and  tiiat  reasonable  efforts  were  made  to  effect 
service  of  the  writ,  which  had  come  to  the  defendant's 
knowledge,  were  empowered  to  dispense  with  service  alto- 
gether (e).  It  will  be  seen  that  the  limitation  confining 
this  statutory  power  to  cases  in  which  there  was  a  cause  of 
action  which  arose  within  the  jurisdiction,  or  in  respect  of 
a  breach  of  a  contract  made  within  the  jurisdiction,  may 
be  construed  in  two  ways :  first,  as  confining  the  statutory 
power  in  respect  of  actions  on  contract  to  cases  where  the 
contract  was  made  within  the  jurisdiction ;  and  secondly, 
as  including  cases  where  the  contract  was  made  abroad, 
but  the  breach  took  place  in  England — this  second  con- 

(a)  Mostyn  v.  FahrigcUy  1  Sm.  L.  G.  607,  aud  cases  cited  in  note.  So 
for  torts  to  realty  abroad,  no  action  lay  in  England ;  mcub,  as  to  personal 
wrongs.  Skinner  v.  E.  L  Co.,  cited  in  Cowper,  167, 168. 

(h)  Foreigners  resident  in  Scotland  or  Ireland  might  be  served  there, 
though  British  subjects  were  exempt :  Day's  C.  L.  P.  Acts,  p.  58,  n. 

(c)  Bind  V.  Picot,  28  L.  J.  Ex.  244. 
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siniction  regarding  the  breach  of  a  contract  as  a  '*  cause    P^  Qi- 

of  action  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  part  of  the        

limitation.  Upon  this  question  the  Courts  at  Westminster  Oap.yiil 
at  fiist  held  diyided  views ;  the  Queen's  Bench  adhering  Ctmeroefo— 
to  the  yiew  that  it  was  insuflScient  that  the  breach  of  a  -^^"^^ 
contract  should  take  place  within  the  jurisdiction,  if  the 
contract  itself  was  made  abroad  (a),  while  the  Courts  of 
Common  Fleas  and  Exchequer  acted  upon  the  opposite 
construction  (b).  In  consequence  of  these  conflicting  de- 
cisions a  conference  of  the  judges  was  ultimately  held 
upon  the  subject,  and  the  view  taken  by  the  Court  of 
Common  Fleas  in  Jaeksan  v.  BpUtaU  was  accepted  as 
binding  once  for  all  (e) ;  so  that  according  to  this,  the 
latest  authority,  a  plaintiff  was  entitled  under  the  Common 
Law  Frooedure  Act,  1852,  to  serve  the  defendant  abroad, 
if  he  could  shew  that  the  contract  was  either  made  or 
broken  within  the  jurisdiction.  The  passing  of  the  Judi- 
cature Acts,  1873  and  1875,  introduced  new  law  upon  the 
subject  altogether;  but  Ord.  xi.,  r,  1,  of  the  Bules  of 
Court,  in  the  schedule  to  those  Acts,  adopts  the  principle 
enunciated  in  VcMghan  v.  Wdion. 

*'  Service  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  writ  of  summons  ProyiBions  of 
or  notice  of  a  writ  of  summons  may  be  allowed  by  the  ^ts?**'*^ 
Court  or  a  judge  whenever  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
subject-matter  of  an  action  is  land  or  stock  or  other 
property  situate  within  the  jurisdiction,  or  any  act,  deed, 
will,  or  thing  affecting  such  land,  stock,  or  property ;  and 
whenever  the  odntract  which  is  sought  to  be  enforced  or 
rescinded,  dissolved,  annulled,  or  otherwise  affected  in  any 
such  action,  or  for  the  breach  whereof  damages  or  other 
relief  are  or  is  demanded  in  such  action,  was  made  or 
entered  into  within  the  jurisdiction,  and  whenever  there 
has  been  a  breach  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  contract 
wherever  made,  and  whenever  any  act  or  thing  sought  to 

(o)  AUhusen  v.  Malgarejo^  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  340 ;  Cherry  v.  Thompaon^  L.  B. 
7  Q.  B.  673 ;  and  see  Sichel  v.  BoreK  2  H.  &  C.  954. 

(6)  Jaekaon  v.  SpiUaU,  L.  K  5  C.  P.  542 ;  Durham  v.  Spenee,  L.  E.  6  Ex. 
46  ;  Vaughan  v.  Weldon,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  48. 

(c)  Vaughan  v.  Wddon,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  48. 


252  FOREIGN  AND  DOMESTIC  LAW. 

Past  m.    be  restrained  or  remoyedy  or  for  which  damages  are  songbt 
^"*'       to  be  recoyered,  was  or  is  to  be  done  or  is  ntnate  within 
CAP.ym.    the  jurisdiction," 

CknUraeti--  By  a  sabsequent  rale  (r.  4,  Ord.  xi.)  the  order  giying 
JurisdictUM.  leave  for  service  of  such  writ  or  notice  shall  limit  a  reason* 
able  time  for  appearance.  It  has  been  decided  in  Swansea 
Shipping  Company  v.  Dwfican,  Fox^  &  Co.  (a)  that  both 
these  rales  apply  to  the  service  of  notice  on  third  persons 
under  Ord.  xxL,  rr.  17,  18. 

The  Chancery  practice,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the 
Judicature  Acts,  was  controlled  by  Ord,  x.,  r.  7,  of  the 
Consolidated  Orders,  which  gaye  the  Court  a  discretionary 
power  (not  limited  to  the  cases  contemplated  by  2  Will.  4, 
c.  33,  and  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  82)  to  order  service  of  a  copy 
of  a  bill  on  a  defendant  without  the  jurisdiction  in  any 
Effect  of  suit  (b).  The  rule  of  court  above  cited  will  of  course 
^^oa  ure  henceforth  regulate  the  practice  in  all  the  Divisions  of 
the  High  Court,  It  was  held  under  the  old  practice  that 
the  power  conferred  by  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1852,  of  serving  ^'  persons  "  abroad  did  not  include  the  case 
of  foreign  corporations  (e).  The  interpretation  order, 
however  (Ord,  lxiii.)  expressly  proyides  that  the  word 
**  person "  in  the  rules  shall  include  a  body  corporate  or 
politic,  so  that  the  decision  in  Ingate  v.  Austrian  Lbyd^t 
must  be  regarded  as  inapplicable  to  the  present  practice, 
and  it  has  been  expressly  decided  that  service  can  now  be 
ordered  on  a  foreign  corporation  abroad  ((2),  It  ¥Fill  be 
remarked  at  once  that  the  terms  of  Ord,  xi.,  r.  1,  which 
has  just  been  cited,  are  merely  permissive,  and  not  obli- 
gatory, and  the  question  immediately  arises,  by  what  rules 
will  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  be  governed  ?  In 
Hart  V,  Hermg  {e\  a  case  which  came  before  the  Appeal 
Court  of  Chancery  before  the  commencement  of  the 

(a)  L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  D.  644. 

(h)  Bee  Drwwmond  y.  Jhwnmond^  L.  B.  2  Gh.  82,  where  the  old  law  is 
fully  discufised. 

(e)  Ingaie  v.  Avstrian  Uoyd^Sj  4  G.  B.  K.S.  704. 

id)  Scott  V.  Eoyal  Wax  Candle  Co.  L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  D.  404  ;  WeUman  ▼. 
A.  E.  Snickarefahrik,  L.  B.  1  Ex.  D.  287. 

(6)  L.  B.  8  Oh.  860. 
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Judicature  Acts,  it  was  argued  that  the  discretion  which    Pabt  ul 

the  Court  of  Chancery  then  possessed  (as  explained  in        ' 

Drummond  v.  DrummoThd,  vid.  supra)  should  be  regulated  Oap.yiil 
by  the  analogy  of  the  common  law  powers  conferred  by  ContnuiU-— 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  and  stated  above.  '^«'^^^^"- 
Without  actually  assenting  to  this  proposition^  Lords 
Justices  James  and  Mellish  intimated  that  in  that  parti- 
cular case,  inasmuch  as  the  chattel  which  was  the  sabject- 
matter  of  the  suit  was  within  the  jurisdiction,  the  Court 
had  power  to  grant  an  injunction  against  its  removal, 
which  was  the  relief  prayed.  James,  L.  J.,  however,  says 
with  regard  to  the  genered  question,  '*  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  according  to  the  established  law  of  nations,  if  this 
suit  were  a  suit  for  damages  only,  or  one  which  could  result 
in  damages  only,  then  the  plaintiff  must,  in  order  to  enforce 
his  claim  for  damages,  go  and  seek  the  forum  of  the  de- 
fendant. But  where  the  contract,  as  in  this  case,  though 
made  abroad,  is  to  deliver  a  thing  in  specie  to  a  person  in 
this  country,  and  the  thing  itself  is  brought  here,  then  the 
Court  here,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  will  see  that 
the  thing  to  be  delivered  in  this  country  does  not  leave 
this  country,  so  as  to  defeat  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
have  it  so  delivered."  In  Davies  v.  Park  (a),  which  was 
cited  during  the  argument  in  Hart  v.  Merwig,  the  contract 
had  been  made  abroad,  and  the  defendant,  whom  it  was 
attempted  to  serve,  was  also  without  the  jurisdiction ;  and 
in  discharging  the  order  for  service,  Wickens,  V.C.,  said 
the  question  was  whether  the  defendant,  the  contract 
being  a  foreign  one,  had  done  anything  to  waive  his  ordi- 
nary right  to  be  sued  in  the  courts  of  that  country  of 
which  he  was  a  citizen,  and  where  he  still  resided.  The 
judgment  of  Malins,  Y.C.,  in  MaUhaei  v,  QalUzin  (b\ 
another  case  decided  before  the  Judicature  Acts,  is  also 
useful  in  shewing  the  view  of  the  general  question  of 
jurisdiction  taken  by  English  Courts.  In  that  case  the 
parties,  the  contract,  and  the  subject-matter  were  all 
foreign,  though  it  does  not  appear  from  the  report  whether 

(o)  L.  R.  8  Oh.  862.  n.  (?>)  L.  R.  18  Eq.  840. 
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Past  iil    and  how  service  had  been  effected  abroad,  and  Malins.  V.C.. 

Am<a 

.'       said,  **  What  right  in  snch  a  case  can  there  be  to  sue  here  ? 

C^-'^^^  Can  any  one  sue  in  the  courts  of  this  country  in  matters 
Ckmtracta^  relating  to  foreign  property,  the  contract  being  foreign, 
JurMidian.  ^j  j^^  parties  foreign  subjects  ?  (a)  Certainly,  ac- 
cording to  my  view,  it  is  no  part  of  the  business  of  this 
Court  to  settle  disputes  between  foreigners.  There  must 
be  some  cause  for  giving  jurisdiction  to  the  tribunals  of 
this  country ;  either  the  property  or  the  parties  must  be 
here,  or  there  must  be  something  to  bring  the  subject- 
matter  within  the  cognizance  of  this  Court.  •  •  .  All  the 
cases  cited  go  upon  the  same  principle,  and  they  shew 
that  you  cannot  sue  a  foreigner  in  this  country,  unless  the 
parties  are  resident  here  or  the  property  is  situate  in  this 
country  "  (t).  These  observations  mu9t»  however,  be  read 
wov/nditm  subjectam  nuUeriem,  the  suit  relating  to  the 
profits  of  a  Kussian  mine,  and  the  cases  immediately 
afterwards  referred  to  by  the  Vice-chancellor  being  all 
connected  with  foreign  realty  (<;).  When  the  cause  of 
action  was  not  connected  with  any  specific  property,  and 
arose  out  of  a  mere  personal  contract,  it  has  been  abeady 
seen  that  jurisdiction  was  frequently  assumed  by  English 
Courts  if  this  country  was  either  the  place  where  the 
contract  was  made  or  where  it  was  broken — the  locm 
contractile  cdehrationia  or  the  locm  solutionis  (c2).  But 
where  there  is  a  foreign  subject-matter,  and  no  special 
circumstances  exist  to  give  the  English  Courts  jurisdiction, 
it  appears  clear  that  the  parties  must  be  confined  to  the 
foreign  tribunal  {e).  Service  of  a  petition  under  the 
Trustee  ReUef  Act,  1847  (10  &  11  Vict  a  96),  will,  it 

(a)  The  partiee  wpxe  really  domiciled  abroad,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  reliance  has  ever  been  placed  on  the  point  of  naiumaUty,  ao  that 
the  expression  *''BritUh  subjects  *'  was  probably  used  inadvertently ;  espe- 
cially as  it  appears  that  the  intestate  of  the  pluintilf,  who  sued  as  admiuis- 
tratrix,  was  a  naturalized  British  subject 

(b)  Matthaei  t.  Galitzin,  L.  B.  18  £q.  347 ;  Coohney  v.  Andenon,  31 
Bcav.  4B6;  1  D.  J.  &  S.  365. 

(c)  Vid.  supra,  pp.  120-188.  (d)  Aniey  p.  250. 

(e)  Doss  V.  Secretary  of  State  for  India,  L.  B.  19  Eq.  509, 535 ;  MaUhaei 
V.  Oalitdn,  L.  B.  18  £q.  340 ;  Be  HoLxMs,  2  J.  &  H.  527 ;  Blake  v.  Blake, 
18  W.  B.  944. 
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seems,  be  pennitted  in  any  case,  withont  reference  to  the    Pabt  m. 
local  situation  of  the  snbject-matter  of  the  trust  (a).  ^"^ 

So  far,  then,  it  is  di£Glcult  to  see  what  limitation  is  to  be    Cap,  vin. 
placed  upon  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  in  assuming  the   Contracts-^ 
foreign  jurisdiction  which  is  conferred  by  Order  xi*,  r.  1.  '^^'^'^*^^*^^ 
It  has  been  seen  that  it  will  be  exercised  in  respect  of 
contracts  either  made  or  broken  here,  or  concerning  mov- 
able or  immovable  property  situate  here.    The  case  of 
two  domiciled  Englishmen,  contracting  abroad  for  some- 
thing to  be  performed  there,  does  not  seem  to  have 
arisen,  and  is  not  included  in  the  rule,  as  the  service  of  a 
writ,  with  which  that  rule  is  concerned,  would  not  of  course 
give  rise  to  any  question  as  to  the  horn  of  the  contract,  if 
the  defendant  was  in  England.    Even  transient  presence, 
however,  within  the  jurisdiction,  has  always  beein  held 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  Court  to  proceed  in  any  matter  (p) 
tJiat  was  not  concerned  with  foreign  realty,  or  otherwise 
required  a  local  venue  abroad,  and  a  fortiori  the  fact  that 
the  defendant  was  domiciled  in  England  would  give  the 
Court  jurisdiction  in  such  matters,  if  he  could  be  served 
with  the  writ  here»    Whether  the  mere  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant had  his  domioil  here  would  give  jurisdiction  in 
cases  where  the  cause  of  action  was  foreign,  so  as  to  enable 
the  Court  to  order  service  abroad,  is  a  question  which  does 
not  appear  to  have  come  before  the  Court  of  Qiancery 
before  the  Judicature  Act,  when  the  discretion  of  that 
Court  was  undefined  and  unfettered  by  statute.    The 
Common  liaw  Courts  could  of  course  only  act  under  the 
statutory  provisions  enabling  them  to  do  so  (C.  L.  P.  Act» 
1852,  s.  18),  just  as  all  the  Divisions  of  the  High  Court 
are  now*limited  to  the  cases  mentioned  in  .Order  xi.  of  the 
Judicature  Acts ;  and  in  neither  of  these  statutory  enact- 
ments is  the  su[^osed  case  included* 

The  restriction  arising  from  the  *  necessity  of  a  local  AboUtton  of 
venue,  in  actions  concemiog  foreign  realty,  has  now  been  ™^®*  "^  ^^^* 

(a)  In  re  Haney"$  Trusts,  L.  B.  10  Gh.  275,  and  cases  there  cited.  Ab 
to  serrioe  in  probate  actions  (Old.  zL,  r.  2)  see  Bedditiffton  v.  Beddington, 
34  L.  T.  866. 

(b)  See  note  to  Mostyn  v.  Fabrufosy  1  Sm.  L.  C.  658. 
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Past  iil  abolished  by  the  Judicatnie  Acts  (Sohed.  Order  xxxyi., 

""•  r.  1),  and  it  would  seem  no  longer  controls  the  jarisdictioii 

Cap.  ym.  of  the  High  Court.     Whitaker  v.  Ibrbes  (a)  was  a  case  in 


CofUraeta--  which  the  Judicature  Acts  did  not  apply,  inasmuch  as  it 
Jurudietion.  ^^s  commenced  before  their  operation,  though  argued  in 
the  Court  of  Appeal  after  that  date,  and  in  giving  judg- 
ment. Cairns,  L.C.,  suggested  the  probability  that  the 
alteration  in  the  law  of  yenue  introduced  by  the  Judicature 
Acts  might  extend  the  jurisdiction  to  some  actions  which 
the  Courts  under  the  old  law  had  no  power  to  entertain. 
That  was  an  action  for  a  rentrcbarge  issuing  out  of  land 
in  Australia,  as  to  which  the  authorities  cited  to  shew  that 
the  venue  was  local  were  conclusive  (&),  and  the  decision 
proceeded  therefore  strictly  upon  the  technical  ground 
that  an  action  in  which  the  venue  was  local  could  not  be 
maintained  here  unless  that  yenue  could  be  laid  within  the 
jurisdiction*  The  observations  of  Lord  Oairus  were  after- 
wards referred  to  in  a  case  commenced  under  the  Judica- 
ture Acts,  and  to  which  the  new  rules  abolishing  yenue 
therefore  applied.  The  claim  stated  that  the  Plaintiffs 
and  defendants  were  each  of  them  limited  companies  with 
registered  ofBces  in  London,  and  that  the  action  was 
brought  for  rent  of  a  railway  station  in  Buenos  Ayres 
(into  possession  of  which  the  defendants  were  put  by  the 
plaintiffs),  and  for  part  of  the  cost  of  constructing  lines  of 
railway  and  approaches  to  the  station  (e).  The  distinc- 
tion as  to  venue  no  longer  existing,  it  was  not  directly 
decided  that  the  case  in  question  was  local,  and  that  the 
Judicature  Acts  had  therefore  actually  enlarged  the  juris- 
diction ;  but  it  appeared  to  be  assumed  that  it  would  be 
insufficient  to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  to  shew 
merely  that  the  rules  of  venue  would  formerly  have  pre- 
vented the  action  from  being  brougiit.  The  litigant  com- 
panies both  being  English  corporations  by  statute,  with 
roistered  offices  in  London,  no  difficulty  had  arisen  with 

(a)  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  D.  51. 
(h)  Thcmat  v.  SylveBter,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  368. 

(c)  Buenos  Ayret  and  EnseTiada  Port  By.  Co,  y.  Northern  By,  Co,  of 
Buenos  Ayres,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  D.  210. 
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reepect  to  the  service  of  the  writ ;  and  the  only  question    ^^vr  m. 

argued  was,  whether  the  fact  that  the  railway  and  premises        

were  situate  in  Buenos  Ayres,  and  that  the  Argentine  ^^•^^™- 
Sepublic  had  assumed  jurisdiction  over  the  plaintiffs'  Ckmbractth^ 
claim,  was  sufficient  to  prevent  an  English  Court,  accord-  ^^"^^^^f^^ 
ing  to  the  comity  of  nations,  from  taking  cognizance  of  it 
It  was  held  insufficient,  on  the  ground  that  no  exdiwive 
jurisdiction  belonged  to  or  had  been  assumed  by  the 
Courts  of  the  Argentine  Bepublio,  and  that  the  law  of 
nations  did  not  restrain  a  tribunal  here  from  dealing  with 
a  contract  properly  brought  before  it,  by  reason  of  its 
relating  to  immovable  property  situate  in  a  foreign 
country.  There  are  in  fact  two  stages  of  any  action  at 
which  the  defence  that  the  contract  to  which  it  relates  is 
a  foreign  one  may  be  raised.  It  may  be  raised  either  by 
opposing  the  application  for  leave  to  serve  the  writ  abroad, 
when  the  defendant  is  not  in  Eogland,  or  on  the  pleadings 
by  demurrer  (a).  It  may  also  of  course  be  left  for  argu- 
ment upon  motion  for  judgment,  or  otherwise  after  verdict^ 
but  the  question  so  raised  will  be  exactly  the  same  as  that 
involved  in  the  demurrer.  First,  as  to  the  service  of  the 
writ,  it  has  been  already  shewn  that  the  discretionary 
power  of  the  Courts  is  limited  and  conferred  by  Order  XL, 
r.  1,  of  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  the  discretion  exercised  under  that  Order  by 
a  judge  at  Chiimbers  should  refuse  leave  to  serve  abroad 
even  in  cases  where  the  facts  are  strictly  within  the  terms 
of  the  Order,  if  it  is  clear  that  the  jurisdiction  of  an 
English  Court  does  not  properly  extend  to  the  subject- 
matter.  In  other  words,  it  should  be  governed  by  the 
same  rules  as  those  recognised  and  followed  by  the  Court 
of  Chancery  before  the  Judicature  Acts  came  into  opera- 
tion. Secondly,  with  regard  to  the  cases  in  which  the 
defence  may  subsequently  be  raised  upon  the  pleadings, 
that  course  was  adopted  as  the  most  suitable  one  in 
Buenos  Ayres  and  Ensenada  Fori  By.  Co.  v.  Northern  By. 

(a)  See,  however,  Pre$ton  v.  Lamont,  L.  B.  1  Ex.  D.  361. 

8 
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Pa£t  ul    Co,  o/Buen&s  Ayrm  (a),  but  in  Prerion  v.  Lamont  (h)  a  de- 
^'^       fence  Bobstantially  objecting  to  the  jurisdiction  was  struck 

Gap.  yiil    out  on  the  ground  that  the  question  was  one  for  Chambers. 

Cmtraeu^  It  should  be  notioedy  however,  that  in  the  case  last  cited 

jfuriMdMiion,  p^  ^£  ^^  statement  of  defenoe  which  was  disallowed  was 
yirtually  a  denial  that  the  facts  of  the  case  came  within 
the  terms  of  Order  xi.,  r.  1,  at  all,  so  that  the  joc^e's 
order  for  service  beyond  the  jurisdiction  was  alleged  to 
have  been  wrongly  made ;  and  there  can  be  little  doubt 
that  many  oases  may  arise,  in  which,  thoogh  Order  xi^ 
r.  1,  is  strictly  appli(»U>le,  the  general  principles  of  law 
and  the  comity  of  nations  would  direct  an  English  tribunal 
to  decline  jurisdiction.  Bach,  for  example,  are  obviously 
those  actions  in  which  it  is  attempted  to  try  the  title  to 
or  the  right  to  the  possession  of  foreign  realty,  with  regard 
to  which  it  has  been  shewn  above  (o)  that  the  Court  of 
Chancery  never  assumed  jurisdiction  to  act  directly  upon 
foreign  land,  but  only  indirectly  through  the  consciences 
of  its  own  justiciables.  The  rules  of  Chancery  on  this  point 
being  based  on  the  principles  of  the  law  of  nations  (<2),  and 
having  nothing  to  do  with  the  common  law  technicality  as 
to  vetme,  remain  unaltered  by  the  Judicature  Act,  being 
only  modified  at  the  stage  of  the  service  of  the  writ  of 
summons,  by  the  additional  limitations  imposed  and  defined 
in  Ord.  xi.,  r.  !• 

SUMMARY. 
JURISDICTION  ON  CONTBAOTS. 

p.  248.  The  jurisdiction  of  English  Courts  to  deal  with  con- 

tracts in  which  a  foreign  element  existed  was  originally 
based  on  rules  of  practice  alone;  and  the  distinctions 
made  by  Boman  law  between  the  forum  actoris,  the  forum 
reiy  and  the/orwrn  rei  sitss,  rei  gestae,  or  ret  solvencUe,  were 

(o)  L.  B.  2  Q.  B.  D.  210.  (b)  L.  B.  1  Ex.  D.  361. 

(c)  Suprh,  pp.  121, 127. 

(d)  Except  BO  tu  BB  they  may  be  said  to  be  at  variance  with  it.    See 
Sioiy,  §  544,  and  $upra,  p.  136. 
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ignored.   The  test  of  vmue,  prodded  that  per8oxu4  servioe    Part  iil 

oodld  be  effected  on  the  defendant  within  the  realm,  was        .' 

the  only  one  applied  in  the  Common  Law  Courts ;  whilst    Cap.  vnL 
the  Conrt  of  Chancery,  which  was  anrestrioted  by  the 
rules  of  venue^  had  a  discretionary  power  of  ordering  ser-  p.  249. 
▼ice  without  the  realm  in  any  suit*     Actions  for  the  pos- 
session of  foreign  immovables  were  excluded  from  al} 
Courts ;  from  the  Common  Law  Courts  by  the  rules  of  p.  252. 
venue^  and  from  the  Court  of  Chancery  on  principle. 

The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  gave  a  similar  p.  250. 
power  of  ordering  foreign  seryice  to  the  Common  Law 
Courts,  where  the  cause  of  action  arose  within  the  juris- 
diction, or  in  respect  of  a  breach  of  a  contract  made  within 
the  jurisdiction ;  a  provision  which  was,  after  a  judicial 
conflict,  construed  to  include  the  case  of  a  contract  made 
abroad,  but  broken  within  the  realm. 

The  provisions  of  the  Judicature  Acts,  1873  and  1875,  p-  ^^i- 
give  a  similar  discretionary  power  of  ordering  foreign 
service  (a.)  where  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  is  land 
stock  or  property  situate  within  the  jurisdiction,  (b.)  in  all 
actions  on  contracts  made  within  the  jurisdiction,  or  (c.)  of 
which  there  has  been  a  breach  within  the  jurisdictioui 
wherever  they  were  made,  (d.)  in  actions  touching  any  act 
or  thing  done,  to  be  done,  or  situate,  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion. If  the  action  does  not  fall  under  one  of  these  heads, 
the  mere  English  domicil  or  nationality  of  the  contracting 
parties  will  not  enable  foreign  service  to  be  ordered* 
The  restrictions  arising  from  the  rules  of  venue  are 
abolished  altogether. 

Notwithstanding  the  abolition  of  vetme,  actions  for  the 
possession  of  or  property  in  foreign  immovables  will  not,  it 
would  seem,  be  now  entertained,  any  more  than  they 
could  have  been  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  under  the  old  p.  2.56. 
practice.  The  mere  fact,  however,  that  a  contract  relates 
to  foreign  immovables  will  not  restrain  an  English  Court 
from  dealing  with  it ;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  of 
course  indirectly  affect  foreign  immovables  by  acting  in 
penonam^  as  heretofore. 

s  2 
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PabtIH.  (ii.)  Law  hy  which  the  Ckmirad  i$  governed. — ^The  lem 

^"^'  eantradus  has  always  been  an  ambignons  term,  which 

Cap.  vm.  jurists  have  interpreted  either  as  the  le»  loei  edAratioms 


Law  of  the  or  ecllutionie^  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was 
^^^^""^^  entered  into,  or  of  that  where  it  was  to  be  performed, 
according  to  the  tendency  of  their  pecniiar  views.  A  little 
consideration  will  shew,  that,  assnming  that  the  parties 
entering  into  the  contract  are  of  full  capacity  to  do  so  by 
every  law,  and  that  no  law  is  transgressed  or  intended  to 
be  transgressed  by  the  snbject-matter  of  their  agreement, 
their  will  is  or  should  be  absolutely  unfettered.  They 
should  in  theory  be  able  to  contract  themselves  out  of  or 
into  any  law  they  please,  and  the  only  question  for  a  tri- 
bunal called  upon  to  enforce  the  contract  should  be,  by 
what  law  did  the  parties  intend  that  their  rights  should 
be  defined  and  governed  ?  According  to  this  reasoning, 
the  intention  of  the  parties  should  be  deferred  to  when 
interpreting  and  enforcing  a  contract  in  all  respects  ex- 
cept two,  the  question  of  their  capacity  to  contract^  and 
the  question  of  the  legality  of  that  for  which  they  have 
contracted.  An  examination  of  the  cases  in  detail  will 
shew  how  far  these  theoretical  principles  have  been 
adopted. 
Oapacity  (a.)  Copaeity  to  cofdrad. — With  regard  to  the  capacity 

^1^  ^  to  contract,  which  is  generally  regarded  as  the  natural 
consequence  of  adult  age,  it  has  been  said  above  (a)  that 
the  English  authorities,  as  far  as  they  go,  are  unanimous 
in  saying  that  the  lex  loci  eelehrationis,  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  contract  is  entered  into,  has  alone  the 
right  to  make  its  voice  heard.  On  such  a  matter  the 
question  of  intention  can  obviously  have  no  weighty  and 
tiie  limit  of  age,  which  the  English  law  has  imposed  for 
the  benefit  and  protection  of  its  own  subjects,  must  be 
conclusive  within  the  limits  of  its  jurisdiction.  It  would 
clearly  be  inequitable,  for  example,  that  a  domiciled  sub- 
ject of  Prussia  or  of  some  other  continental  State  which 
regards  legal  majority  as  postponed  until  the  age  of  twenty- 

(a)  Suprhy  p.  31 ;  Male  y.  RoberUy  3  Esp.  163. 
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fire,  should  attempt  to  evade  the  performanoe  of  a  con-    Pabt  ul 

tract  entered  into  in  England  when  he  was  twenty-four        .' 

by  the  plea  of  infancy.  The  leyerse  caae  of  an  English-  Cap,  vm. 
man  at  the  age  of  twenty-four  making  a  contract  in  CapaeUyio 
Prussia,  and  afterwards  repudiating  it  on  the  same  plea»  eontracL 
has  not  occurred;  but  the  other  party  to  the  contract^ 
who  would  almost  inevitably  be  Prussian  by  nationality 
or  domicile  would  necessarily  be  taken  to  biow  his  own 
laws;  and  though  he  might  complain  that  he  had  been 
defrauded,  could  not  deny  that  the  fraud  ought  to  have 
been  foreseen.  It  is  of  course  possible  to  imagine  the 
case  of  two  Englishmen  transiently  present  in  a  country 
whose  law  r^arded  them  as  infants,  although  both  had 
passed  the  English  limit  of  twenty-one  years,  and  there 
entering  into  a  contract  in  ignorance  or  in  contempt  of 
the  provisions  of  the  lex  loei.  No  English  Court  has  been 
called  upon  to  decide  upon  the  validity  of  a  plea  of  in- 
fancy offered  under  such  circumstances,  and  it  is  difficult 
to  think  that  it  would  be  allowed  to  prevail.  In  Daly- 
fyrnfUe  v.  Daiyrymple  (a),  Sir  W«  Scott  said  that  it  was  an 
indispensable  rule  of  law  as  exercised  in  all  civilized 
countries,  that  a  man  who  contracts  in  a  country  engages 
for  a  competent  knowledge  of  the  law  of  contracts  in  that 
country. 

Nevertheless,  until  the  recent  decision  in  8oUomaycr  v.  Oapeeity— 
De  BarroB  (b)  on  appeal,  authority  was  wanting  {q^^^^^*^*** 
holding  that  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  parties  would 
in  such  a  case  be  referred  to.  It  must  be  confessed  that 
there  are  dicta  in  that  judgment  which  go  far  towards 
unsettling  the  view  hitherto  attributed  to  English  law  on 
this  question  (0),  and  towards  adopting  the  theory  main- 
tained by  so  many  of  the  older  jurists,  that  the  personal 
law  of  domicil  confers  a  capacity  or  imposes  an  incapacity 
which  will  follow  the  person  into  any  other  country  (d). 
That  was  a  case  which  turned  upon  the  so*called  capacity 
of  two  domiciled  Portuguese,  who  being  first  cousins  were 

(a)  2  Hagic.  Cons.  61.  (0)  See  aathorities  dted  tuprk^  p,  81. 

(b)  37  L.  T.  415.  (d)  Supra,  p.  29. 
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forbidden  to  many  by  Portugacse  law,  to  oontnict  mar- 
riage in  England ;  and  tbe  Oonrt  of  Appeal  held  that  the 
law  of  Portugal  mnst  preyail.  It  had  been  decided  by 
Sir  B.  Phillimore  in  the  Court  below,  following  the 
stricter  precedents  of  English  law,  that  tbe  law  of  England, 
the  place  where  the  contract  of  marriag^e  was  entered  into, 
had  been  satisfied,  and  that  the  marriage  was  conseqnently 
yalid.  The  case,  however,  was  one  in  which  considerations 
of  natural  humanity  and  pity  called  for  a  dissolution  of 
the  union,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal,  consisting  of  James, 
Baggallay,  and  Cotton,  L.JJ.,  reyersed  his  decisicm. 
There  appears  to  have  been  no  argument  on  the  questicm 
of  capacity  generally,  nor  is  it  considered  in  the  judgment 
with  reference  to  anything  but  marriage,  but  the  judg- 
ment does  state  it  to  be  "  a  well-recognised  principle  of 
law  "  that  the  question  of  personal  capacity  to  enter  into 
any  contract  is  to  be  decided  by  the  law  of  domiciL  How 
far  this  dichim  can  be  regarded  as  applicable  to  that  in- 
capacity which  arises  from  minority  it  may  be  difiScult  to 
determine ;  but  if,  with  regard  to  that  incapacity,  it  is  '*  a 
well-recognised  principle  of  law  "  that  the  law  of  domicil 
is  to  exclude  the  law  of  the  place  of  contract,  it  has  be* 
come  so  since  Story  wrote  (a),  and  since  Lord  Eldon  sat 
at  Nisi  Prius. 

It  is  in  truth  an  error  to  regard  the  so-called  contract 
of  marriage  as  something  to  be  governed  by  the  ordinary 
rules  which  the  law  of  contract  embodies ;  and  the  capa- 
city to  enter  into  the  marriage  contract  may  be  regarded 
quite  logically  as  entirely  distinct  from  that  capacity 
to  contract,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  to  which 
"the  dtdutn  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Male  y.  Roberts  referred. 
The  question  of  the  capacity  of  a  man  and  woman  to 
marry,  and  of  the  consequent  validity  of  their  marriage,  is 
one  which  essentially  concerns  the  law  of  their  domicil, 
because  it  is  in  the  country  of  the  matrimonial  domicil 
that  they  intend  to  spend  their  married  life.    This  is  a 


(al  story,  §  103 ;  Bnrge  For.  Law,  i.  c.  4,  p.  182 ;  Weetlake,  Priv.  Int. 
Law,'§  40i  ;  Male  v.  Boberls,  8  E«p.  168. 
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necessary  oondasion,  because,  if  they  intend  to  spend  their  ^^^^' 

married  life  in  any  other  place,  and  have  manied  in  any  — * 

place  in  which  they  are  not  domiciled,  they  have,  in  feet,  ^^^'  ^^^ 


quitted  their  domicil  without  an  aminms  revertendi,  and  lost  GapacUp  to 
it  or  changed  it  for  another.  And  if  the  acquisition  of  ^._  * 
a  new  domicil  has  not  been  so  complete  as  to  divest  them 
of  the  old,  then,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  they  do  intend  to 
return  to  the  man's  original  domicil  or  home.  It  being 
therefore  clear  that  the  country  of  the  matrimonial  domi- 
cil must  be  taken  as  the  place  where  the  man  and  woman 
intend  to  spend  their  married  life,  it  follows  that  the  law 
of  that  country,  and  of  no  other,  is  the  law  to  which  the 
validity,  legality,  or  morality  of  their  marriage,  is  a  matter 
of  concern  (a).  It  is  true  that  this  argument,  if  stretched, 
would  almost  go  to  the  length  of  excluding  the  law  of  the 
place  of  celebration  with  respect  to  the  forms  and  solem- 
nities of  the  ceremony ;  but  it  will  be  shewn  hereafter  (l) 
that  these  matters  are  universally  referred  to  the  lex  loei 
cdebratianiSf  for  the  purpose,  if  for  no  other,  of  securing 
that  the  formalities  necessary  to  bind  the  parties  shall  be 
duly  performed  in  the  sight  of  the  only  law  which  has  at 
the  moment  of  celebration  the  right  to  control  them. 
Further,  all  that  the  principle  of  the  interest  of  the  law  of 
the  matrimonial  domicil  is  cited  for  here,  is  to  shew  that 
there  is  at  any  rate  one  important  distinction  between  the 
considerations  applicable  to  the  so-called  contract  of  mar- 
riage, and  a  contract  in  the  ordinary  commercial  sense. 
The  only  marriage  contract  which  belongs  to  this  latter 
class  is  the  marriage  contra-t  by  which  husband  and  wife 
dispose  of  their  rights  in  eacli  other's  propeity,  a  subject 
which  has  already  been  treated  o{{e).  And  there  is 
another  distinction  between  contracts  of  commerce  and 
contracts  of  marriage,  closely  connected  with  the  former 
one,  and  arising  out  of  it.  It  is  true  that  husband  and 
wife  enter  into  an  agreement,  just  as  vendor  and  purchaser 

(a)  "  Locus  matrimonii  contracti  non  fam  is  est,  ubi  contractus  nuptialis 
mitus  est,  quam  in  quo  oontrahentes  matrimoninm  exercere  ▼oluemnt." — 
Huber^  Gonfl.  Leg.  i.  tit.  3,  s.  10. 

(6)  Infroy  p.  276.  (o)  Ante^  p.  239. 
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Past  m.  do,  by  which  they  mntoally  bind  themselyes  to  do  some- 
^"^'  thing  in  consideiation  of  the  mutual  promises  then  made. 
Cap.  Mil,  but  there  the  analogy  ends.  The  fulfilment  or  non-folfil- 
OapacUy  to  ment  of  the  promise  of  tender  and  purchaser^  for  example, 
*'*']^^'  is  a  matter  which  is  of  no  public  interest  whatever ;  and 
that  either  party,  on  making  default,  should  plead  sudi 
defences  as  infancy  or  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  is  an 
evil  by  which  no  one  is  legally  or  eyen  morally  wronged 
but  the  other  party  to  the  agreement.  The  public,  or 
society  (by  whichever  name  the  same  thing  is  called) 
suffers  no  injury  at  all,  except  in  the  sense  that  an  injury 
to  the  individual  is  an  injury  to  the  State,  and  is  therefore 
prevented,  as  far  as  possible,  by  the  law.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  of  the  greatest  moral  and  social  importance  to 
the  public  interests  of  every  country,  for  reasons  which 
need  not  be  specified,  that  those  persons  who  live  together 
within  its  limits  in  what  they  call  matrimony,  should  be 
married  in  fact.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  breach  or  re- 
pudiation of  a  contract  within  a  town  is  a  social  or  public 
evil  in  at  all  the  same  sense  that  the  illegitimate  connec- 
tion of  the  sexes  is  so ;  and  at  any  rate,  the  breach  of  a 
contract  is  no  more  a  public  evil  in  the  place  where  it 
is  broken  than  in  the  place  where  it  was  made,  in  the  fre- 
quent cases  where  the  contracting  parties  are  not  both 
resident  or  even  present  in  the  place  of  performance.  The 
crowning  anomaly  which  results  from  the  attempt  to 
regard  marriage  as  a  contract  in  the  legal  sense  of  the 
term  is  to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  it  is  a  contract,  if 
a  contract  at  all,  for  the  breach  of  which  no  action  can  lie, 
and  no  damages  be  recovered  (a). 

The  considerations  urged  above  are  perhaps  the  most 
obvious  reasons  why  the  principles,  which  the  Court  of 
Appeal  have  decided  in  Sottomayor  v.  Be  Barroa  (b)  are 
proper  to  decide  the  question  of  the  capacity  of  the  parties 
to  ^a  marriage,  should  not  be  extended,  as  some  passages 
of  the  judgment  in  that  case  seem  to  imply  they  might  be, 

(a)  The  breach  of  a  promise  to  marry  is  obviously  a  different  thing. 

(b)  37  L.  T.  Rep.  415. 


V. 
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to  the  question  of  the  capacity  of  the  parties  to  a  cominer^    Pabt  iil 
eial  contract    What  the  capacity  to  marry,  or  to  marry  a       ^f^ 
particular  person,  really  is,  will  be  best  seen  by  reyiewiog    Cap.  vul 
the  decisions  on  the  subject,  of  which  Soitomayor  y.    Capaaityio 
De  Barroa  is  the  last.  etmtracL 

The  first  case  of  any  importance  in  which  the  question  Capacity  to 
of  the  capacity  of  the  parties  to  a  marriage  appears  to  ^j^Slng^'^^^ 
have  arisen  in  an  English  Court,  was  that  of  Budinff  v.  ^'n^- 
Smith  (a),  argued  in  the  Consistory  Court  of  London 
before  Lord  Stowell  in  1821.  The  marriage  in  this  case 
had  been  celebrated  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  by  the 
chaplain  of  the  British  forces  then  in  occupation  of  the 
colony,  between  British  subjects,  whose  domicil  must  be 
assumed  to  have  been  British  also.  The  Dutch  law  at 
that  time  was  the  only  established  law  in  the  colony,  and 
its  continuance  had  been  formally  sanctioned,  so  far  as 
the  inhabitants  were  concerned,  by  the  capitulation.  Two 
objections  were  taken  to  the  marriage^  though  scarcely 
distinguished  in  the  argument ;  first,  that  the  mere  Jbr^ 
mdUtiea  required  by  the  Datch  law  as  the  lex  hei  edebror 
tionis  had  not  been  complied  with,  and  secondly,  that  the 
parties  were  not,  according  to  the  same  law,  of  an  age  at 
which  a  marriage  could  be  contracted  at  all  without  the 
oonsent  of  parents  and  guardians,  which  had  not  been 
obtained.  Lord  Stowell  held  that  the  English  law  was  to 
prevail  on  both  points  on  the  exceptional  ground  that  the 
oountry  was  under  British  legal  dominion,  except  so  far 
as  the  capitulation  sanctioned  the  continuance  of  certain 
privileges  to  the  conquered,  and  that  the  marriage  in 
question  had  been  celebrated  between  British  subjects 
with  the  countenance  of  British  authority  and  British 
ministration.  It  may  almost  be  said  that  Lord  Stowell's 
judgment  amounted  to  a  decision  that  under  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  the  case  (b),  and  between  those  parties, 
the  lex  loci  was  British,  and  therefore  coincided  with  the 
lex  domicilii.  But  the  second  question,  being  almost 
identical  with  that  which  arose  in  Binonin  y.  Maillae 

(a)  2  Hagg.  Cons.  871.  (b)  Vid.  2  Hagg.  Godb.  890. 
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Pabt  in.    forty  years  later^  would  have  raised^  if  the  Ux  loci  for  those 

parties  had  been  held  to  be  Datch,  a  direct  conflict  between 

Cap.  vm.  the  lex  loci  and  the  lex  domieHU  on  the  question  of  capa- 
CapadJbyto  clty ;  and  it  is  therefore  interesting  to  see  how  Lord 
contra^  Stowell  treated  it  by  anticipation.  Assuming  a  case  of  a 
marriage  in  Holland  between  British  subjects  domiciled 
in  England,  he  asks  whether  an  English  Court  would  hold 
it  void  because  the  Dutch  law  referred  to  above  imposed 
on  the  parties  an  incapacity  to  enter  into  it?  and  inti- 
mates a  dear  opinion  that  the  requirements  of  the  Dutch 
law  would  not  in  such  a  case  be  deferred  to  here  (a).  It 
is  nevertheless  plain  that  the  two  questions  of  the  for- 
malities of  celebration  and  the  capacity  to  celebrate  were 
not  at  that  stage  of  his  decision  clearly  separated  in  his 
mind,  inasmuch  as  after  referring  to  the  cases  decided 
on  the  mode  of  celebration,  he  expressly  guards  himself 
against  being  supposed  to  accept  Huber's  doctrine  as  to 
personal  capacity  impressed  once  for  all  by  the  domiciliary 
law.  ''I  do  not  mean  to  say,  that  Huber  is  correct  in 
laying  down  as  universally  true,  that  ^personales  qtuJiiaies, 
ciicfui  in  eerto  loco  jure  impressaSy  ubique  oir&umferri,  et 
personam  conUtari ' — ^that  being  of  age  in  his  own  country, 
a  man  is  of  age  in  every  other  country,  be  the  law  of 
majority  in  that  country  what  it  may."  It  can  hardly  be 
doubted  that  what  the  Gourt  of  Appeal  in  SoUomayor  v. 
De  Bcvrros  {h)  declared  to  be  a  '^  well-recognised  principle 
of  law"  with  regard  to  capacity,  was  not  recognised  as 
established  by  Lord  Stowell  in  1821. 
C(m\Day  ▼.  Li  Gonway  V.  Beadey  (e)  (1881)  it  was  decided,  accord- 

^'  ing  to  the  head-note,  that  the  lex  loci  eontractuB  will  not 
prevail  when  either  of  the  contracting  parties  is  under 
a  legal  incapacity  by  the  law  of  the  domicil.  Dr.  Lusb- 
ington,  in  his  judgment,  confined  himself  to  the  case  of 
the  same  domicil  being  common  to  both  man  and  woman, 
and  no  light  is  therefore  to  be  gathered  from  his  decision 
upon  the  question,  as  to  which  there  is  obviously  room 

(a)  At  p.  389.  (b)  87  L.  T.  415.  416. 

(c)  3  Hagg.  Keel.  639. 
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for  argument^  whether  the  law  of  the  husband's  domicil    Part  m. 
woald  be  followed  in  oppoEdtion  to  that  of  the  wife,  in  a       t^ 
case  (for  example)  where  her  law  forbade,  and  his  per-    Cap.  vnt. 
initted  the  marriage,  or  viee  venA.    In  comparing  the    OapaoOjfio 
personal  capacity  or  incapacity  to  marry  to  the  siakts  of     ^^^^^^' 
legitimacy  which  was  so  fally  discussed  in  Doe  A  BM- 
whisUe  Y.  VardiU  (a),  Dr.  Lushington  nndoobtedly  went 
far  towards  laying  the  fonndation  of  the  decision  in  Satto* 
mayor  y.  DeBarroa*    It  should  nevertheless  be  remem* 
bered  that  the  ^*  capacity  to  marry,"  which  was- in  question 
in  Conway  v.  Beazley,  was  simply  dependent  npon  the 
answer  to  be  given  to  the  inquiry  whether  the  hnsband 
was  or  was  not  already  married  at  the  time  of  the  marriage 
which  it  was  sought  to  annul ;  and  it  was  conceded  that 
he  was  already  married  at  that  time,  unless  a  Scotch 
divorce  was  to  be  held,  in  the  eye  of  the  English  law, 
oompetent  to  dissolve  a  marriage  previously  celebrated  in 
England  (b). 

Neither  of  the  above  cases  appears  to  have  been  cited  Sintmin  y. 
in  the  case  of  SinatUn  v.  MatUac  (o),  and  the  question  of  ^^*^^' 
the  conflict  between  the  lex  loei  and  the  lem  domdMU  as  to 
capacity  was  there  treated  by  Sir  Gresswell  Oresswell 
almost  if  not  quite  as  a  case  of  the  first  impression.  The 
marriage  which  it  was  there  sought  to  dissolve  was  one 
celebrated  in  England  between  French  subjects  domiciled 
in  France,  without  the  formal  consents  required  at  their 
respective  ages  by  French  law.  In  the  judgment  deli- 
vered after  deliberation  there  is  again  authority  directly 
opposed  to  the  dieifum  of  the  Oourt  of  Appeal  in  Sotkh 
mayor  v.  De  Barros  (i),  that  it  is  a  **  well-recc^nised 
principle  of  law,  that  the  question  of  personal  capacity  to 
enter  into  any  contract  is  to  be  decided  by  the  law  of 
domiciL"  Sir  Oresswell  Gresswell  certainly  did  not  recog- 
nise it  in  1860,  as  he  says,  **  In  generai  the  personal  wm- 

(a)  5  B.  &  C.  438. 

(6)  LoUey^B  Case,  Rusa.  &  Ry.  237 :  MCarthy  T.  Deoaix,  2  Rubs,  ft  My. 
614;  Warrerider  v.  WarrendeTj  2  01.  &  F.  550 ;  and  supra^  p.  69. 
(«)  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  67. 
(d)  37  L.  T.  415,  416. 
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Fabt  nt    pdeney  or  ineompelency  of  indnfiduala  to  contract  has  ham 
^^       hdd  to  depend  upon  the  law  of  the  place  where  (he  eonfrad 
Cap.  yUL    ^oae  made.    But  it  was  and  iB  contended  that  such  rale 
OapaeitifU^  ^oes  not  extend  to  contracts  of  marriage^  and  that  paitiea 
<»^^^     are  with  reference  to  them  boand  by  the  hiw  of  their 
domiciL    This  qaestion,  of  so  moch  importance  in  all 
civilized    communities,  has    been  largely  discussed  by 
jurists  of  all  nations,  but  they  all  apply  their  observations 
to  controversies  arising,  not  in  the  coontries  where  the 
marriage  was  celebrated,  hot  in  other  countries  where 
it  is  brought  in  dispute,  and  of  which  the  parties  were 
domiciled  subjects"  (a).  The  oondusion  which  Sir  Cress  well 
Gresswell  came  to,  after  examining  such  authorities  as 
were  cited  before  him,  was  that  the  lex  loci  must  prevail 
in  this  as  in  other  cases  of  contract,  and  that  the  fact  that 
the  parties  were  forbidden  by  their  domiciliary  law  to 
marry  without  the  consent  of  certain  other  persons  afforded 
no  ground  for  a  decree  of  nullity. 
•||^v.  PoUowing  almost  immediately  upon  the  case  last  re- 

ferred to  came  that  of  Brook  v.  Brook  (5),  which  was 
carried  to  the  House  of  Lords  in  1861,  and  gave  rise  to  a 
discussion  by  the  highest  legal  authority  of  the  question 
now  ujEider  consideration.  The  marriage  in  that  case  was 
that  of  a  widower  with  his  deceased  wife's  sister,  both  the 
parties  being  domiciled  in  England,  but  haying  gone  to 
Denmark  for  the  purposes  of  the  ceremony.  Such  mar- 
riages are  prohibited  by  English  law  (5  &  6  Will.  lY., 
c  64)  {e\  but  are  valid  by  the  law  of  Denmark.  It  was 
held  by  the  House  of  Lords  that  on  such  a  matter  the  law 
of  the  domicil  must  prevail,  and  that  the  marriage  was 
void.  The  judgment  of  Lord  Campbell  (Lord  Chancellor) 
was  put  upon  the  ground  that  the  eeeerMdls  of  a  marriage 
contract  were  to  be  regulated  by  the  lex  domioHii,  the  forme 
by  the  lex  loeL    The  question  arises  upon  this,  whether 

(a)  See  Scnmskire  y.  ScrifMhire,  2  Cons.  995;  Middleton  t.  Janverinf 
2  Cons.  4S7 ;  CompUm  y.  Bearero/t,  2  Oohb.  444,  cited  by  Sir  Gienwell 
CresBweU  in  his  jndgmentt 

(6)  9  H.  L.  G.  193. 

(e)  PreyiouBly  to  this  statute  marriages  of  penoDS  within  the  prohibited 
degrees  of  affinity  were  voidable  only. 
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the  capacity  or  incapacity  to  many  is  to  be  regarded  as  a    Past  m. 
form  or  an  essential  ?   It  will  be  farther  necessary  to  seek         ^^"' 
for  a  defiaition  of  capacity^  that  it  may  be  seen  whether    ^^^-  ^^^^ 
the  employment  of  that  term  in  Sottomayar  t.  De  BarroB    Capa4sUy  to 
was  strictly  correct  or  not  in  a  logical  sense.  ccmtroot 

Capacity  is  obyionsly  in  theory  a  quality— one  of  those 
quaiHaiea  personales  impressm  of  which  Huber  speaks — and 
may  be  taken  as  equivalent  to  a  legal  power  of  doing  an 
act  which  can  admittedly  be  done  by  some  persons.  If 
the  act  to  which  the  capacity  is  referred  cannot  legally  be 
done  at  all^  it  is  a  misuse  of  words  to  speak  of  a  legal 
capacity  or  incapacity  to  do  it.  Speaking  ia  this  strict 
sense,  capacity  is  only  remarkable  by  its  absence — it  is 
invariably  some  ineapacihf  that  characterizes  the  excep- 
tional case  of  which  the  law  is  called  upon  to  take  notice. 
Fall  capacity,  in  short,  is  the  ordinary  status  or  condition 
of  mankind,  which  can  never  give  rise  to  criticism  or 
remark ;  and  the  only  (a)  logical  incapacities  which  exist 
in  English  law  are  those  occasioned  by  infiemcy  and 
insanity.  A  law  which  purports  to  impose  a  general 
incapacity  does  not  impose  an  incapacity  at  all ;  it  simply 
prohibits  an  act.  No  man  can  marry  his  deceased  wife's 
sister  by  English  law,  and  therefore  no  man  can  properly 
be  said  to  be  under  an  incapacity  to  do  so.  It  is  remark- 
able that,  in  accordance  with  this  view,  the  word  "  capa- 
city" does  not  actually  occur  throughout  the  whole  of 
Lord  Campbell's  judgment  in  Brooh  v.  Broak,  though  it 
was  made  the  foundation  stone  of  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal  in  Sottamayor  v.  De  Barros  (h). 

Leaving  out  of  consideration  therefore,  for  the  present, 
the  word  **  capacity,"  it  will  be  well  to  consider  what  are  the 
eseenticUs  of  the  marriage  contract  to  which  the  judgments 
in  Brook  v.  Brook  referred.  It  will  be  seen  on  an  exami- 
nation of  that  case  that  the  only  **  essential "  alluded  to 
was  the  relation  to  each  other  of  the  parties  to  the  mar- 

(a)  Since  the  abolition  of  davery.    The  status  of  a  slave  formerly  in- 
volved ineapacUies  in  the  Btrictest  Bense  of  the  word. 
(6)  37  L.  T.  415. 
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Pabt  m.    liage^  and  the  deciiion  of  the  House  of  Lords  amonnted 

amply  to  thia,  that  the  law  of  the  domicil  is  the  proper 

J?AP.  vin.  ]aw  to  say  whether  the  reUHon  between  the  mggeeted  h/ys- 
Capaeity  to  band  and  wife  is  such  that  a  marriage  between  them  can 
^"^^"^  be  permitted  or  recognised.  If  the  domiciliary  law  holds 
that  a  marriage  between  persons  so  ooDnected  is  inoes- 
taons  or  in  any  other  way  nnlawfol,  the  law  of  e?ery  other 
country  is  boand  to  accept  its  decision  with  regard  to  all 
persons  whose  domicil  renders  them  subject  to  it  (a).  This 
is  the  decision  in  Brook  y.  Brook,  but  it  must  not  be  strained 
to  extend  to  cases  which  it  does  not  naturally  cover.  The 
domiciliary  law  must  absolutely  forbid  such  marriage,  not 
merely  place  an  impediment  in  the  way  of  its  being  con* 
tracted.  To  say,  for  example,  as  in  Sinonin  v.  MaiOae  (2»), 
that  parties  under  a  certain  age  shall  not  marry  without 
the  consent  of  certain  other  people,  is  neither  to  define  a 
natural  incapacity  (as  is  done  by  a  law  which  fixes  a 
given  age  as  the  period  of  infancy  for  its  subjects),  nor  to 
declare  that  a  particular  sort  of  marriage  is  incestuous  or 
unlawfuL  It  is  merely  the  addition  of  a  ceremonial  form, 
the  construction  of  an  artificial  impediment  On  the 
other  hand,  where  the  law  of  the  domicil  forbids  a  mar- 
riage between  first  cousins,  as  in  Sotlomayor  v.  De  Barroe, 
and  declares  such  to  be  absolutely  unlawful,  that  amounts 
to  a  prohibition  against  the  contracting  of  such  a  mar- 
riage at  all,  and  is  a  very  difierent  thing  from  a  direction 
as  to  the  manner  in  which  it  may  be  contracted  effectu- 
ally. The  laws  of  other  countries  are  bound  to  recognise 
a  prohibition  addressed  by  a  domiciliary  law  to  its  own 
subjects,  but  not  to  follow  its  directions  for  performance. 
It  may  be  added,  that  this  distinction  is  not  affected  by 
the  fact  that  in  Sottomayor  v.  De  Barroe  the  Portuguese 
law  would  have  consented  to  its  own  efface.ment,  if  a  dis- 
pensation from  the  Pope  had  been  obtained.    Dispensa- 

(a)  Inasmuch  as  the  wife's  domicil  becomes  the  husband's  upon  the 
marriage,  it  is  the  law  of  liis  domicil,  not  hers,  which  must  in  aU  cases  be 
looked  to.  This  appears  a  necessary  ooneliision,  bat  there  is  no  expreas 
decision  :  vid.  supra^  p.  266. 

(h)  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  67. 


OONTBACTS.  271 

lion  with  a  law  is  in  principle  a  very  di£ferent  thing  from  Fabt  ill. 
compliance  with  its  directionfi,  though  in  practice  the         ^"' 

effect  of  the  two  may  sometimes  he  similar.    In  such  a  Gap.  vnL 


case  as  SoUomayor  y.  De  Barros,  the  law  of  Portugal  does  CapaeUy  to 
not  say  that  when  first  coosins  wish  to  intermarry,  they  «««<»««*• 
shall  obtain  the  written  consent  of  the  Pope  to  their  doing 
so.  It  says  they  shall  not  marry  at  all,  and  such  a  prohi« 
bition  by  a  domiciliary  law  is  not  the  less  complete,  as 
tax  as  other  tribonals  are  concerned,  because  the  same 
domidliary  law,  under  certain  circumstances,  allows  itself 
to  be  dispensed  with. 

The  distinction  which  it  has  been  attempted  in  the  Steele  t, 
preceding  paragraph  to  draw  between  a  prohibition  of  an  ^'■*'^"' 
act,  and  a  direction  as  to  the  manner  in  which  it  must  be 
performed,  is  supported  by  the  Irish  decision  of  Steele  r. 
BraddeU  (a),  referred  to  with  approval  by  Lord  Gampbell  in 
Brook  ¥.  Brook.  By  the  Irish  Marriage  Act  (9  Geo.  IL  c.  11) 
it  is  enacted  that  all  marriages,  when  either  of  the  parties 
is  und^r  the  age  of  twenty-one,  contracted  without  the 
consent  of  the  father  or  guardian,  shall  be  absolutely  null 
and  Yoid  to  all  intents  and  purposes.  In  Steele  v.  Bradddl 
the  marriage  was  celebrated  in  Scotland,  and  the  husband, 
a  minor,  had  not  obtained  the  required  consent.  A  suit 
was  thereupon  brought  without  success  by  his  guardian  in 
the  Irish  Court  to  annul  the  marriage,  on  the  ground  that 
the  statute  created  a  personal  incapacity  in  its  domiciled 
subjects  to  contract  marriage  while  minors,  in  any  place, 
without  the  consent  stipulated  for  in  the  enactment 
**  This,"  says  Lord  Gampbell  (b), ''  was  a  marriage  between 
parties,  who  with  the  consent  of  parents  and  guardians 
might  have  contracted  a  valid  marriage  according  to  the 
law  of  the  country  of  the  husband's  domicil,  and  the  mode 
of  celebrating  the  marriage  was  to  be  according  to  the 
law  of  the  country  in  which  it  was  celebrated.  But  if  the 
union  between  these  parties  had  been  prohibited  by  the 
law  of  Ireland  as  '  contrary  to  the  law  of  God,'  undoubtedly 
the  marriage  would  have  been  dissolved.    Dr.  Radcliff 

(a)  Milw.  Ecc.  Bep.  (Ir.)  p.  1.  (6)  Brook  ?.  Brook,  9  H.  L.  C.  216. 
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Past  m.     expressly  says  that  it  cannot  be  disputed  that  e?ery  State 

has  the  right  and  power  to  enact  that  every  contract  made 

Cap,  vm.  by  one  or  more  of  its  subjects  shall  be  judged  of,  and  its 
CapaoUif  to  validity  decided,  according  to  its  omn  enactments  and  not 
^*^''°*^  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  wherein  it  was 
formed."  (How  far  this  latter  didum  may  be  regarded  as 
applicable  to  contracts  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word 
has  been  considered  above  (a).)  On  the  same  principle 
it  is  clear  that  the  provisions  of  the  English  Marriage  Act 
(26  Geo.  II.  c.  33),  as  to  the  previous  consents  required  to 
render  the  marriage  of  minors  valid,  were  not  intended  to 
apply  to  marriages  celebrated  out  of  England,  any  more 
than  the  other  provisions  in  that  Act  as  to  the  necessity 
for  banns  or  license.  The  Act»  in  Lord  Gampbeirs  words, 
did  not  touch  the  essentials  of  the  contract,  or  prohibit 
any  marriage  which  was  before  lawful.  It  dealt  with 
formalities  and  celebration  alone  (i).  There  is,  it  is  true, 
one  description  of  prohibition  of  marriage  absolutely  which 
is  conceivable,  and  would  amount,  did  it  exist,  to  an 
assumption  by  the  law  to  create  an  incapacity  in  the 
proper  sense.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  effect  of 
attainder  is  to  incapacitate  the  attainted  person  from  con- 
tracting a  valid  marriage  at  all ;  but  however  the  law  of 
some  foreign  countries  may  regard  the  attainder  of  their 
subjects,  it  has  been  decided,  first,  that  attainder  by  Rnglish 
law  does  not  create  even  an  incapacity  to  marry  in  England ; 
and  secondly,  that  even  if  it  did  so,  it  would  not,  except 
by  express  enactment  to  that  effect,  claim  any  extra* 
territorial  effect,  so  as  to  prohibit  the  marriage  of  the 
attainted  person  abroad  (c).  It  is  quite  clear  that  what- 
ever claim  might  be  made  by  the  law  of  a  particular 
country  in  this  respect,  it  could  be  entitled  to  no  inters 
national  or  extra-territorial  recognition  whatever,  on  the 
double  ground  that  political  offences  are  ignored  altogether 
in  non-domestic  tribunals,  and  that  a  law  which  imposed 

(a)  Ante,  pp.  263,  264. 

(6)  Brook  V.  Brook,  9  H.  L.  C.  215. 

(c)  Kynnaird  r.  Leslie,  L.  B.  1  C.  P.  389. 


CONTRACTS.  273 

an  absolute  incapacity  to  roarry  at  all  muist  be  opposed  to    Part  iir. 
the  pnblic  policy  of  every  civilized  community.  .* 

The  examination  of  the  foregoing  cases  on  the  question    ^^'  ^^^^• 
of  the  capacity  to  contract  a  marriage,  taken  in  conjunction   CapaeUy  to 
with  authorities  cited  above  (a)  as  to  the  capacity  to  con-     ccm^^- 
tract  in  a  commercial  sense,  shews,  it  is  submitted,  that 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  SoHomayor  v.  De  Capacity  for 
JBarras  (6)  accorded  in  substance  with  the  authority  of  ^^^^  ^" 
precedents,  bnt  was  expressed  in  terms  not  warranted  by 
that  authority,  and  involved  dida  directly  op]K)8ed  to  it. 
^None  of  the  cases  cited,"  said  Lord  Campbell  in  Brook 
V.  Brook  (o\  ^*  can  shew  the  validity  of  a  marriage  whidi 
the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  parties  condemns  as  inces- 
tuous, and  which  could  not,  by  any  forms  or  consents, 
have  been  rendered  valid  in  the  country  in  which  the 
parties  were  domiciled."    It  is  submitted  that  that  is  the 
only  principle  upon  which  Sottomayor  v.  De  Barros  should 
have  been  decided. 

The  prohibitions  of  the  Boyal  Marriage  Act  have  been  Royal  Mar- 
before  alluded  to,  and  inasmuch  as  they  forbid  certain  "*^®  ^^*' 
marriages  without  the  previous  consent  of  the  reigning 
Sovereign  under  the  Great  Seal,  clearly  ought  in  principle 
to  be  regarded  as  only  imposing  an  additional  formality, 
which  the  law  of  another  country  would  not  be  justified  in 
requiring  when  the  marriage  was  celebrated  within  its 
jurisdiction.  So  far  as  the  laws  of  foreign  States  are  con- 
cerned, there  is  no  difference  in  theory  between  the  con- 
sent of  a  parent  or  guardian,  and  the  consent  of  the 
reigning  Sovereign  under  the  Great  Seal.  But  so  far  as 
the  law  of  England  is  concerned,  it  is  clearly  competent 
for  it  to  say  that  it  will  regard  certain  marriages  as  invalid, 
wherever  celebrated.  It  cannot  compel,  or  even  expect, 
other  States  to  adopt  its  view,  but  it  can  and  does  assert 
its  own  intention  to  take  it.  It  can,  that  is,  and  does, 
impose  a  personal  incapacity  on  the  members  of  the  royal 
family,  by  declaring  that  it  will  act  upon  the  supposition 

(a)  AnU,  pp.  31,  262.  (6)  37  L.  T.  415. 

(c)  9  H.  L.  C.  218. 
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Past  ul    that  Bnoh  an  incapacity  has  been  imposed    In  aocordance 

.'       with  this  view  the  House  of  Lords  decided  in  the  Sussex 

Cap.  Yin.  Peerage  Case  (a)  that  the  provisions  of  the  Boyal  Marriage 
CapacUy  to  Act  extended  to  marriages  celebrated  out  of  England,  and 
^^'^^a^^  that  the  law  would  not  allow  its  object  and  intention  to 
be  defeated.  It  is  noteworthy  that  in  the  opinion  of  the 
judge  in  that  case  the  same  distinction  is  drawn  between 
the  essentials  and  the  formalities  of  a  marriage  contract, 
the  prohibitive  and  the  directory  part  of  the  enactment, 
that  has  already  been  shewn  to  be  deducible  from  Brook 
V.  Brock  (Jb)  and  its  cognate  cases. 


SUMMARY. 
CAPACITY   TO  CONTBACT. 

p.  262.  The  capacity  to  contract  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 

word,  and  the  so-called  capacity  to  enter  into  a  contract 
of  marriage,  are  decided  by  different  considerations,  and 
governed  by  different  rules. 

pp.  260, 261.  The  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is  entered  into, 
the  lex  loci  cdAraJtionis^  is,  in  common  cases  of  contract, 
the  law  which  must  decide  the  capacity  of  the  contractors. 
[Except  so  far  as  the  dnter  dicta  in  Sottomayor  v.  De 
Barros  (c)  on  appeal  may  be  considered  as  establishing 
the  supremacy  of  the  lex  domicilii,'] 

pp.  265-273.  In  the  contract  of  marriage,  the  question  strictly  speak- 
ing is  generally  not  one  of  the  capacity  or  incapacity 
of  the  parties,  but  of  the  legality  or  illegality  of  the 
marriage. 

The  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil  is  the  proper  law  to 
decide  whether  the  marriage  can,  by  the  use  of  any  forms, 
ceremonies,  or  preliminaries,  be  effected. 

The  law  of  the  place  of  celebration  is  the  proper  law  to 
decide  what  forms,  ceremonies,  or  preliminaries,  shall  be 
employed. 

If  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil  is  sach  that  the 

(a)  11  Cl.  &  F.  85 :  and  see  ante,  p.  57.  (b)  9  H.  L.  C.  193. 

(o)  37  L.  T,  415. 
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« 

marriage  cannot  be  effected  by  obeying  its  directions,  but    Part  m. 
can  be  effected  by  obtaining  a  dispensation  from  its  pro-        _^' 
hibitionSy  the  marriage  cannot,  in  the  absence  of  such    Cap.  VIIT. 
dispensation,  be  legidized  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  CJapacUyto 
celebration.  ^^^ 

The  law  of  any  country  may,  and  the  English  Boyal  p.  273. 
Marriage  Act  does,  not  only  prohibit  certain  persons  from 
contracting  marriage  in  England  except  on  prescribed 
conditions,  but  refuse  to  recognise  any  marriage  contracted 
by  such  persons  elsewhere  when  those  conditions  have  not 
been  complied  with. 

(b.)  FarmcdiHes  and  Legality  of  the  Contract. 

The  capacity  of  the  parties  to  a  contract  having  thus  Forma  of 
been  determined,  the  question  next  arises,  by  what  law  ^^^^^ 
the  formalities  and  ceremonies  of  the  contract  are  to  be 
regulated  ?  It  has  been  already  shewn  that  the  rule  with 
respect  to  the  contract  of  marriage  is  that  the  forms 
must  depend  upon  the  lex  loci  cdAratioms  alone  (a) ;  and 
it  is  undoubted  that  this  is  only  a  consequence  of  the 
general  principle  which  appUes  to  contracts  generally,  of 
whatever  nature  and  wheresoever  celebrated.  The  for- 
malities and  ceremonies  which  the  law  of  the  place  of 
celebration  demands  for  the  constitution  of  a  contract  are 
to  be  tested  by  that  law  alone ;  and  if  they  satisfy  it,  no 
other  law  has  a  right  to  demand  more,  or  in  the  other 
event,  to  accept  less  (h).  So  £Etr  as  regards  the  formalities 
of  contracts,  the  maxim  of  the  civil  law  ^^  loeua  regit  adumj' 
is,  with  one  exception  more  apparent  than  real  (the  trans- 
fer of  immovables  (0)),  adopted  by  the  law  of  England. 
The  point  where  a  conflict  of  law  does  nevertheless  arise 
is  the  distinction  between  the  requisite  formalities  of 
celebration,  and  the  requisite  proof  that  the  contract  was 

(a)  Ante,  p.  48 ;  Brook  y.  Brook,  9  H.  L.  G.  193. 

(6)  Benham  y.  Momingtony  3  G.  B.  133 ;  Burge,  For.  Law,  yol.  i.  p.  29 ; 
Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §§  260.  262 ;  Leroux  v.  Brmon,  12  G.  B.  801 ; 
Warrenden  y.  Warrenden^  9  Bligb,  110,  per  Lord  Brougham. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  152,  infra,  p.  282. 

T   2 
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Pabt  m.    duly  celebrated,  between  the  creation  of  the  obligation 

and  the  eyidence  of  its  existence,  between  the  origin  of 

Oaf,  viil   the  liability  under  the  lex  loci  and  the  procedure  required 
Contract—   for  the  remedy  by  the  lex  fori.     This  conflict  was  well  in- 
Formalities,  dicated  in  jffttfcr  V. /K^n^  (a)  by  Tindal,  C.  J.    **Thedi». 
tinction  between  that  part  of  the  law  of  the  foreign  coontry , 
where  a  personal  contract  is  made,  which  ie  adopted,  and 
that  which  is  not  adopted  by  our  English  Courts  of  law,  is 
Essentials  and  Well  known  and  established ;  viz.,  that  so  much  of  the  law 
dlstimition      ^  affects  the  rights  and  merits  of  the  contract,  all  that 
between.         relates  ad  litis  decisionem  (6),  is  adopted  from  the  foreign 
country ;  so  much  of  the  law  as  affects  the  remedy  only, 
all  that  relates  ad  litis  ordinaJtionem,  is  taken  from  the  I&r 
fori  of  that  country  where  the  action  is  brought."    The 
principles  here  acknowledged  are  also  clearly  laid  down  in 
British  Linen  Company  y.  Drummond  (c),  De  la  Vega  v. 
Viaaina  (tZ),  and  Don  t.  Lippman  (e),  overruling  an  older 
decision  in  which  a  contrary  view  appears  to  have  been 
taken  (/).    It  may  therefore  be  regarded  as  beyond  dis- 
pute that  whatever  relates  to  the  enforcement  of  the 
remedy  sought  must  be  determined  by  the  lex  fori,  the 
law  of  the  country  to  the  tribunals  of  which  the  appeal  is 
made.    But   when  a  law,  like  the  English  Statute  of 
Fraads,  makes  a  particular  species  of  evidence  necessary 
to  establish  the  constitution  of  the  contract  which  was 
not  foreseen  or  required  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  cele- 
bration, or  rejects  evidence  which  that  law  would  have 
admitted,  it  becomes  more  difficult  to  determine  whether 
this  question  belongs  pecaliarly  to  the  enforcement  of  the 
remedy,  or  to  the  materiality  of  the  contract.    A  similar 
difficulty  arises,  where  the  English  law,  as  the  lex  fori, 
instead  of  being  more  stringent  than  the  law  of  the  loeus 
contractus,  is  less  so,  and  admits  evidence  which  would 
have  been  rejected  in  the  forum  celebrationis  or  solutionis, 
as  the  case  may  be.    It  has  been  decided,  as  will  be  shewn 

(a)  2  Soott.  326.  (d)lB.&  Ad.  284. 

(h)  Vid.  Bartolus,  Coram.  Cod.  I.  i.  1.    (c)  5  CI.  &  F.  1. 

(c)  10  B.  &  C.  903.  (/)   WiUiarM  v.  Joites,  13  East,  439. 
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immediately,  that  both  these  qnestions  belong  to  pro-    PabtHI. 

"Cedare,  and  are  to  be  determined  by  the  lex  fori  alone ;        ! 

And  this  is  so  even  where  the  matters  to  which  the  qoee-  ^^^-  vni. 
tionable  evidence  relates  are  themselves  mere  formalities  Omtraei^ 
of  celebration.  The  distinction,  whidi  it  is  rather  difficult  ^o^«*«»- 
to  discern  at  first  sight,  appears  to  be  this.  The  lex  fori 
does  not  attempt  to  dictate  to  those  who  contract  beyond 
its  jurisdiction  what  ceremonies  or  formalities  shall  be 
employed,  nor  does  it  examine  a  contract  that  is  properly 
^yidenced  before  it,*to  see  whether  the  forms  and  cere- 
monies actually  used  are  such  as  it  is  accustomed  to.  But 
it  has  its  own  rules  of  evidence  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
a  contract  must  be  proved  as  a  fact,  whether,  for  example, 
by  parol  testimony  or  by  writing,  and  to  these  it  adheres, 
whatever  may  have  been  the  requirements  of  the  foreign 
law.  The  question  of  stamped  documents  is  governed  by 
the  same  considerations.  Facts,  such  as  the  payment  of 
money  to  another's  use,  will  be  accepted  as  proved  by  the 
lew  fori  without  the  evidence  of  a  foreign  stamp  (a)  ;  but 
if  the  law  of  the  place  where  a  contract  is  made  declare 
that  it  shall  be  void  imleas  a  stamp  is  used,  it  cannot  be 
sued  upon  or  enforced  elsewhere.  These  principles  are 
illustrated  by  the  following  cases. 

1.  First,  the  lex  fori  prevails,  when  its  rules  as  to  evi-  Bequirements 
dence  are  more  stringent  than  those  of  the  lex  looi  cde-  ^  eTi^enca* 
hrationis  or  edutionie — that  is,  where  it  demands  evidence 
which  they  do  not  require,  or  rejects  evidence  which  they 
admit.  Thus,  in  Leroux  y.  Brown  (b),  it  was  held  that 
8.  4  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  providing  that  no  action 
shall  be  brought  upon  certain  contracts  that  are  not  evi- 
denced by  writing,  applied  to  contracts  made  abroad.  In 
that  case  Jervis,  C  J.,  said,  ^*  It  is  not  denied  that  if  s.  4 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  applies  to  the  contract  itself  or 
to  the  solemnities  of  the  contract,  it  cannot  be  enforced 
here.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  section  in  question  applies 
not  to  the  solemnitiea  of  the  eonlraot,  but  to  the  procediMre^ 

(rt)  Bri^Uno  y.  SequevUle,  5  Ex.  27r),  279.  (6)  12  C.  B.  801. 
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Part  m.  and  therefore  that  the  contract  cannot  be  sned  open  hereu" 

J^  Aeebal  v.  Levy  (a)  shews  that  the  Statute  of  Franda  mni- 

Cap,  vm.  larly  claims  to  regulate  procedure,  when  in  competition, 

CoiUraet—  uot  with  the  law  of  the  place  of  celebration,  but  with  the 

Formaiutea.  j^^  ^f  ^^  placc  of  performance.    That  was  an  action  for 

the  non-receipt  of  goods  ordered  by  the  defendant  in 
London  from  the  plaintiff  in  Spain,  ^e  letter  conyeying 
the  order  being  an  imperfect  memorandum  within  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.  Mr.  Westlake  cites  this  case  for  the 
proposition  that  when  there  were  several  parties  to  a  con- 
tract^ the  solemnities  which  must  be  satisfied  by  each  are 
those  of  the  place  where  he  engages  himself  and  says 
that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  applied  became  the  defendants 
wrote  their  letter  ordering  the  goods  in  England.  But 
according  to  the  passage  jost  cited  from  the  judgment  in 
Leraux  y.  Brown  (b),  the  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not  apply 
to  solemnities  at  all.  If  it  did,  it  is  there  expressly  stated 
that  it  would  not  regulate  contracts  merely  in  the  right 
of  the  leas  fori^  but  the  very  ground  of  that  decision  was 
that  it  applied  not  to  solemnities,  but  to  procedure.  The 
real  conflict  in  Aoebal  v.  Levy  appears  to  have  been  be- 
tween the  English  law,  claiming  to  regulate  procedure  as 
the  lex  fori,  and  the  Spanish  law  as  the  lex  loci  aolutionis. 
The  contract  proved  (apart  from  the  question  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds)  was  a  contract  that  the  plaintiff  should 
load  a  particular  vessel  then  lying  at  a  Spanish  port  with 
nuts  at  the  shipping  price  of  that  port  This  being  done, 
there  was  a  delivery  to  the  defendant  on  board  their  ship 
in  Spain,  and  though  the  Conrt  did  not  consider  that 
there  was  an  acceptance  to  bind  the  defendant  and  take 
the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  yet  it  is  difficult  to 
see  how  any  law  but  the  Spanish  can  be  regarded  as  the 
law  of  the  place  of  performance.  The  Statute  of  Frauds 
was  therefore  held  to  apply,  not  because  the  defendant 
promised  in  England — according  to  Leroux  v.  Brown  it 
would  have  been  the  same  wherever  he  promised — but 

(rt)  10  Bing.  376.  (ft)  12  C.  B.  801. 
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because  its  provisions  are  intended  to  regulate  procedure,    Fabt  m. 
and  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance  of  a  contract        .^ 
cannot,  in  an  English  Court,  be  allowed  to  compete    Cap,  vm, 

with  it,  Contraet — 

2.  When  the  lex  fori  admits  evidence  which  the  20a;  loei  ^«^^- 
celebrationis  would  have  rejected,  the  facts  will  be  taken 
as  sufficiently  proved,  but  if  they  disclose  that  the  solem-  Beqmrementa 
nities  required  by  the  lex  loci  celebrationis  were  not  f^l"  fo^a^J^ 
filled,  then  in  accordance  with  that  law  the  contract  will 

«  

be  held  void.  Thus,  it  is  now  established  that  a  written 
contract  which  does  not  bear  the  stamp  required  by  the 
law  of  the  place  where  it  was  made  cannot  be  sued  upon 
in  England  (a),  thongh  the  opposite  view  had  formerly 
been  taken  (b),  on  the  ground  that  the  revenue  laws  of  a 
foreign  State  need  not  be  regarded.  But  in  Bristow  v. 
SequeviUe  a  receipt  proving  the  payment  of  money  to  the 
use  of  another  was  admitted  in  evidence,  though  without 
the  stamp  required  by  the  law  of  the  locits  actus  ;  and 
although  Mr.  Westlake  expresses  his  dissent  from  this  de* 
cision  (0),  it  is  submitted,  with  all  respect  to  his  authority, 
that  it  is  in  perfect  accordance  with  the  principles  of  Alves 
V.  Hodgson  and  Glegg  v.  Levy.  The  lex  loci  actus  no 
doubt  said  that  such  a  receipt,  unstamped,  should  not  be 
admitted  to  prove  the  payment.  That,  in  the  opinion  of 
Lord  Cranworth,  was  a  pure  question  of  procedure,  and 
so  far  it  is  difScult  to  see  how  a  contrary  opinion  could  be 
maintained.  The  payment  to  the  use  of  another  being 
thus  proved  as  a  fact,  where  was  the  contract?  The 
contract  was  one  implied  by  law,  begotten  by  the  law  out 
of  that  fact.  It  was  a  contract  which  would  be  implied 
as  well  by  the  foreign  law  as  by  the  English,  if  the  facts 
which  rendered  the  implication  necessary  were  sufficiently 

(a)  Alnea  v.  Hodgson,  7  T.  B.  241 ;  Cleqg  v.  Levy,  8  Camp.  166 ;  BrisUno 
y.  SequeniUey  5  Ex.  275,  per  Lord  Campbell.  The  point  seems  to  have 
arisen  in  LegreUe  v.  Davis,  5  L.  T.  54,  where  a  rule  nisi  was  ebtaincd  on 
the  ground  that  the  stamp  of  the  loci  celebrationig  Ynm  necessary,  but  the 
case  is  not  further  reported. 

(h)  James  v.  Cathertooodf  3  Dowl.  &  By.  190 ;  Wynne  v.  Jaehson,  2  Russ. 
851. 

(c)  Priv.  lut.  Law,  §  177. 
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Past  m.    brought  before  it.    The  roles  of  prooedore  of  the  fcn^ign 
^^^      law  prevented  it  from  accepting  the  facts,  bat  the  roles  of 

Cap.  vm.    procedore  of  the  English  law  did  nothing  of  the  kind ; 

C(mira4!t^   and  therefore  the  English  law  was  able  to  make  the 
Formaiuies.  implication  which  the  foreign  law  did  not 

[The  less  hesitation  has  been  felt  in  dissenting  from 
Mr.  Westlake's  view  of  Bridow  v.  Sequ^vUkt  becaose  it  is 
avowedly  opposed  to  that  adopted  by  Lord  Cranworth  in 
coming  to  his  decision ;  bat  in  ventaring  to  criticise  an 
aothority  of  so  much  weighty  it  is  right  to  give  the 
reasoning  by  which  it  is  supported.    Mr.  Westlake  says 
(§  177x  '*  The  special  force  of  a  rule  of  evidence  is  to 
exclude,  not  to  admit,  testimony  of  a  certain  character, 
every  kind  being  jprima  facie  receivable.    We  therefore 
give  fall  effect  to  the  lex  fori  if  we  adaiit  no  evidence 
which  it  rejects ;  without  accepting,  merely  because  it  does 
not  reject  it,  proofs  of  which  the  real  tendency  is  not  to 
establish  but  to  create  an  obligation.    Or  the  point  may 
be  put  thus.    Bead  the  evidence,  if  you  please,  but  read 
it  for  what  it  is  worth.    The  point  we  have  to  try  is 
whether  there  was  an  obligation  in  the  loevs  eontraotui,  to 
the  law  of  which  you  submitted  yourself;  and  to  this  your 
evidence  does  not  go,  for  it  only  proves  the  transaction  as 
a  fiACt,  which  is  not  enough."    In  answer  to  the  first  argu- 
ment, it  may  be  said  briefly,  that,  if  the  special  force  of  a 
rule  of  evidence  is  ^^  to  exclude,  not  to  admits  testimony 
of  a  certain  class,  every  kind  being  prima  facie  receivable," 
then,  if  we  are  to  follow  the  lexfori,  we  must  exclude  the 
evidence  which  it  excludes,  and  admit  all  other.     To 
exclude  anything  more  would  be  to  follow,  not  the  lex  fori, 
but  the  lex  fori  plus  the  law  of  some  other  country.    Nor 
is  it  accurate  to  say  that  proofs  can  create  an  obligation ; 
tbe  most  they  can  do  is  to  shew  whether  an  obligation  has 
been  created.    Secondly,  if  the  transaction  is  proved  as  a 
fact,  that  is  enough ;  for  the  contract  in  Bristow  v.  Seque- 
viOe  was  one  which  was  implied  out  of  the  fact  by  the 
law.    It  must  be  assumed  (the  contrary  not  being  shewn), 
and  it  no  doubt  was  tbe  case,  that  the  lex  loci  actus  would 
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equally  have  implied  the  obligation,  if  it  had  recognified    Part  iil 
the  fact.    The  lex  foH^  therefore,  when  it  had  once  got         °^ 
the  fact  established,  was  able  to  say  that  there  was  an    Oip.  vni. 
obligation  even  by  the  hx  loci  actm  ;  although  the  hx  lo&i    CanirtuA-^ 
cLctw  would  have  been  obliged  to  ignore  the  obligaticm  -F^wwoWigf. 
which  it  had  itself  created,  because  it  conld  not  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  fact  out  of  which  that  obligation 
arose.] 

The  doctrine  that  the  formalities  of  a  contract  depend  Foimalities 
in  all  cases  upon  the  law  of  the  place  of  celebration,  and  ^^"^ 
that  the  validity  of  the  obligation  will  be  recognised  by  no  oedure. 
Court,  if  these  preliminaries  have  not  been  complied  with, 
is  not  at  all  impeached  by  the  judgment  in  the  case  of  Ex 
parte  Melhoum  (a).  There  the  law  of  Batavia,  where  the 
contract  was  executed,  required  that  auy  contract  made 
on  marriage,  by  which  property  was  settled  on  the  wife 
separately,  should  be  registered,  in  order  to  have  any  effeet 
as  against  third  parties.  It  was  held  in  substance  that  this 
was  not  a  formality  preliminary  to  the  validity  of  the 
contract,  but  a  provision  as  to  the  future  remedies  of  the 
creditors  of  the  husband,  in  the  event  of  his  assets  being 
administered  in  bankruptcy.  It  will  be  seen  elsewhere 
that  in  bankruptcy  all  priorities  between  creditors  are 
regarded  as  matters  of  procedure^  which  the  lex  fori  alone 
is  entitled  to  decide  (b).  But  where  the  law  of  the  matri- 
monial domicil,  which  had  been  expressly  adopted  by  the 
parties  to  regulate  their  rights  in  each  other's  goods, 
required  that  in  any  postnuptial  contract  entered  into  by 
the  wife  respecting  her  movable  property,  there  should 
be  as  many  original  instruments  as  there  were  distinct 
parties,  a  contract  executed  by  her  in  England  was  held 
valid,  though  these  formalities  had  not  been  complied 
with  {o).  No  law  can  prevent  competent  parties  from 
contracting  validly  according  to  the  lex  loci;  though  per* 
sons  may,  of  course,  contract  themselves  out  of  such  a 
power  in  reference  to  a  particular  subject-matter. 

(o)  L.  B.  6  Ch.  64.  (ft)  Pardo  v.  Bingham,  L.  B.  6  Eq.  485. 

(c)  Guepratie  v.  Yoang,  4  Do  O.  &  Sm.  217. 
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Paitt  IIL        The  one  exception  in  English  law  to  the  maxim  locus 

reffit  cushimf  as  applied  to  the  formalities  of  contracte. 

Cap,  vm.  ig  the  result  of  the  principle  which  claims  supremacy  for 

CaiUraet—  the  lex  8itu8  in  all  that  relates  to  immovables.    That  prin- 

FormaiitieB.  ^|^  ^^  j^^y  j^^j^  dearly  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  BMnson 

V.  Bhmd  (a)  in  1760,  and  eyen  older  authorities  to  the 
Tiuisferof  same  effect  are  found  with  respect  to  wills  (6).  ''In 
oontracta  for.  ^very  disposition  or  contract,**  says  Lord  Mansfield  in  the 
case  cited,  ^  where  the  subject-matter  relates  locally  to 
England,  the  law  of  England  must  govern,  and  must  have 
been  intended  to  govern.  Thus,  a  conveyance  or  will  of 
land,  a  mortgage,  a  contract  concerning  stocks,  must  all 
be  sued  on  in  England,  and  the  local  nature  of  the  {king 
requires  them  to  he  carried  into  execution  according  to  the 
law  here!*  A  similar  doctrine  was  adopted  in  Waterhouse 
V.  Stanfidd  (c).  In  that  case  the  effect  of  the  Demerara 
law  was  considered  as  to  land  in  Demerara,  and  it  was 
held  that  a  local  statute,  purporting  to  restrain  the  alien- 
ation by  a  debtor  of  any  immovable  property  without  the 
assent  of  his  debtors,  express  or  implied,  and  without 
certain  prescribed  forms  intended  to  secure  this  object, 
must  prevail  to  exclude  the  claim  of  an  English  assignee 
of  the  equitable  interest  in  such  land. 

The  deviation  from  the  rule  of  locus  regit  actum  with 
regard  to  immovables,  which  has  just  been  stated,  is 
explained  by  Westlake  {d)  as  the  necessary  result  of 
the  peculiar  character  of  the  English  land  law.  It  is  not 
acknowledged  by  continental  jurists,  though  as  firmly 
established  in  Scotch  and  American  law  {e)  as  in  our  own, 
and  it  may  be  perhaps  more  correctly  regarded  as  one  of 
the  essential  differences  between  the  real  property  law  of 
England  and  that  of  foreign  countries,  than  as  a  conse- 
quence of  those  differences.  There  is  an  obvious  difficulty 
in  selecting  one  of  concurrent  phenomena  as  the  result  of 
the  others,  and  it  is  a  safer  theory  to  assume  for  all  a 

(a)  2  Burr.  1079. 

(6)  Bowy  V.  Smith,  1  Vera.  85  (1682) ;  Coppin  v.  Coppin,  2  P.  Wms. 
293  (1725) ;  We«tlake,  Priv.  Int.  Law,  §  84. 
(c)  10  Haro,  254. 
(rf)  Priv.  Int.  Law,  §  83.  (e)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  727. 
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common  parentage.    It  is  quite  trnoy  as  Westlake  says,    Pabt  m. 

that  the  English  law  **  cannot  possibly  recognise  a  transfer       

o(  land,  which,  made  in  a  foreign  form,  might  contemplate  Cap.  VIIL 
estates,  rales  of  succession,  and  other  incidents  of  pro-  CwUrad^ 
perty,  so  strange  to  its  system  that  even  the  words  in  ^<»[[^^^**^ 
^hich  they  were  expressed  might  be  incapable  of  an 
English  interpretation."  But  it  cannot  be  assumed  that 
it  was  for  that  reason,  a  reabon  of  convenience  only,  that 
the  English  law  has  always  rejected  foreign  transfers 
of  English  land.  The  real  cause  was  more  probably  the 
spirit  of  exclusion  which  has  applied  the  lex  situs  in 
England  to  every  conceivable  question  that  affected  the 
soil — to  the  question  of  succession,  for  example,  and  of 
the  legitimacy  of  the  heir  (a).  ^*  Nuttus  prineeps  Ugitimat 
personam  ad  suoeedendum  in  bona  aUerius  ierrUorii,*'  are 
the  words  of  D'Argentr^  (b),  quoted  by  Westlake ;  and  it 
can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  the  exclusiveness  of  the 
feudal  law  in  this  particular  was  due  to  higher  considera- 
tions than  the  difficulty  of  translatbg  a  foreign  convey- 
ance, or  of  interpreting  the  meaning  of  a  foreign  legal 
practitioner. 

The  cases  in  which  an  English  stamp  is  required,  on  English 
documents  executed  out  of  the  United  Kingdom,  are  now  ■^^"'P  ^*^^ 
indicated  by  38  &  84  Yiot.  c.  97,  s.  17,  which  enacts  that 
no  instrument  executed  in  any  part  of  the  United  King- 
dom, nor  relating,  wheresoever  executed^  to  any  property 
situate  or  to  any  matter  or  thing  done  or  to  be  done 
in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  be  pleaded  or  given 
in  evidence  (except  in  criminal  proceedings)  or  be  admitted 
as  good  or  available  in  law  or  equity,  unless  it  is  duly 
stamped  in  accordance  with  the  law  in  force  at  the  time 
when  it  Was  first  executed.  And  by  s.  15  of  the  same  Act, 
provision  is  made  for  stamping  without  penalty  instru- 
ments made  abroad,  within  two  months  fiom  their  being 
brought  into  the  United  Kingdom.  Thus  a  contract  made 
abroad  requires  an  English  stamp,  if  the  subject-matter  or 

(a)  BiHtohiaOe  v.  VardiUy  5  B.  &  0.  438 ;  2  01.  &  F.  571. 
(6)  Art.  218,  6,  n.  20. 
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P^  m.    place  of  performance  be  in  England.    If  the  law  of  the 

place  of  celebration  declared  that  all  contracts  made 

Cap.  Yin,    ^^j^jj^  j^g  jurisdiction  shoold  be  void  without  the  local 
CknUrw^   stamp,  suoh  contracts  as  those  referred  to  in  33  &  34  Yict. 

***'  c  97|  &  IT,  would  apparently  require  a  double  stamp,  the 

foreign  as  well  as  the  English,  according  to  the  principles 
already  explained  as  dedndble  from  Alves  v.  Hodg$on  (a), 
Clegg  t.  Levy  {h\  and  Bristow  v.  SequevSle  (c). 

It  is  to  be  noticed  that  an  older  statutory  provision 
(14  2  Geo.  IV.  c.  55,  s.  1)  on  this  subject,  now  repealed  by 
33  &  34  Vict.  c.  97,  contained  explicit  language  prevent- 
ing this  result,  by  an  enactment  that  **  every  deed,  agree- 
ment, or  other  instrument  relating  to  any  real  or  personal 
property  in  Great  Britain  or  elsewhere  than  in  Ireland,  or 
to  any  matter  or  thing  (other  than  the  payment  of  money) 
to  be  done  in  Great  Britain  or  elsewhere  than  in  Ireland, 
shall  be  chargeable  with  such  stamp  duties  as  are  or  shall 
be  payable  by  the  laws  for  improving  and  regulating  the 
stamp  duties  in  Great  Britain,  and  tud  with  any  other 
stamp  duty:  Provided  always  thai  every  imoi  deed^  agree- 
ment^ or  other  instrument  shall  he  charged  and  chargeaikie 
with  sueh  stamp  duties  accordingly ^  and  no  more^  whether 
the  same  shaU  be  engrossed  and  eaoecuted  at  any  plaee  or 
places  within  the  United  Kingdom^  or  at  any  pUtoe  or 
pUuses  not  within  the  United  Kingdom,  and  whether  any  of 
the  parties  to  such  deed,  agreement,  or  other  instrument  shall 
he  resident  in  or  executing  the  same  at  any  place  either  in 
Great  Britain  or  Ireland  or  elsewhere** 

This  language  was  no  doubt  dear  enough,  although  its 
effect  may  have  been  doubtful,  but  the  whole  Act  was  re- 
pealed in  1870  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  97),  and  the  new  enact- 
ment contained  in  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  17,  which  has 
already  been  cited,  contains  no  equivalent  provision. 
Sect  3  of  the  last-mentioned  statute  does,  it  is  true,  enact 
that  there  shall  be  charged  upon  the  several  instruments 
specified  in  the  schedule  to  the  Act,  **  the  several  duties  in 

(a)  7  T.  R.  241.  (6)  8  Camp.  166. 

(c)  5  Ex.  275. 
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the  mid  $e1iedtde  specified,  and  no  other  diUies"    The  effect    Part  hi. 

of  this  general  provision  may,  however,  well  be  doubted.        

It  is  clearly  not  a  law  intended  to  render  the  imposition  of    Cap.viil 
duty  by  the  lex  loei  cdehraUoniSy  in  the  cases  covered  by    Contract-^ 
8. 17,  illegal ;  and  it  is  more  than  arguable  that  it  amounts  -«'<w]^^«»- 
to  no  more  than  an  enactment  that  no  other  duties  are  to 
be  imposed  by  English  law  (a).  Are  they  not,  however,  to 
be  recognised  by  an  English  Court,  when  duly  imposed  by 
a  foreign  law,  competent  according  to  the  rules  of  inter- 
national jurisprudence  to  impose  them  ?    It  is  submitted 
that  they  are,  and  that  if  a  contract  were  made  abroad  in 
a  country  the  law  of  which  declared  that  all  contracts 
should  be  void  if  made  within  its  limits  without  the  local 
stamp,  it  could  not,  though  requiring  an  English  stamp 
under  s.  17  of  the  Stamp  Act,  1870,  be  sued  upon  in 
an  English  Court  without  the  foreign  stamp  as  well,  not- 
withstanding the  provisions  of  s.  3. 

It  should  be  remarked  that,  apart  from  these  statutory 
provisions,  no  duty  was  chargeable,  according  to  the 
earlier  Stamp  Acts,  on  agreements  not  made  within  Great 
Britain.  Sect  2  of  the  Stamp  Act,  1815  (55  Geo.  III. 
c.  184),  enacts  that  the  duties  specified  in  the  Act  shall 
be  raised,  levied,  and  paid  unto  and  for  the  use  of  the 
Crown,  in  and  throughout  the  whole  of  Oreat  Britain,  for 
and  in  respect  of  the  instruments,  matters,  and  things 
mentioned  in  the  schedule.  Accordingly  it  was  held  by 
Lord  Kenyon  at  Nisi  Prius,  that  for  an  agreement  made 
on  board  a  ship  at  sea,  a  stamp  was  not  required  (b). 
The  stamp  was  always,  however,  essential  if  the  agreement 
was  actually  made  in  England,  whatever  might  have  been 
the  place  of  performance,  or  the  situs  of  the  subject- 
matter  (c).  These  decisions  were  upon  the  earlier  Stamp 
Acts,  but  the  language  of  33  &  34  Vict,  a  97,  s.  17,  cited 
above,  is  even  less  ambiguous.    **  No  instrument  executed 

(a)  It  is  to  1)6  noted  that  according  to  the  pToamble,  the  object  of  1  &  2 
Geo.  IV.  c.  55,  was  to  remove  donbta  in  cassa  where  the  stomp  laws  of 
England  and  Ireland  came  into  competition. 

(6)  Ximenes  y.  Jaque$^  1  Esp.  811. 

(c)  Wright  v.  Ccmmissionen  of  Inland  Revenue,  11  Ex.  45S;  Slonelake 
V.  Babb,  5  Burr.  2675. 
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Pabt  m.  in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  .  .  •  .  shall  except 

in  criminal  proceedings  be  pleaded  or  given  in  eyidence, 

Oaf.  vnL  py  admitted  to  be  good,  nsefhl,  or  available  in  law  or 

Contract--  equity,  nnless  it  is  duly  stamped  in  accordance  with  the 

FonnalUte9.  j^^  jj^  {q^^  ^^  ^^q  time  when  it  was  first  executed/' 

Until  the  passing  of  the  Stamp  Act,  1870,  the  stamps 
on  foreign  bills  of  exchange  were  regulated  by  17  &  18 
stamps  on  Vict  c.  83,  which  provided  (s.  3)  that  a  stamp  should  be 
Exchange.  necessary  on  all  bills  drawn  out  of  the  United  Kingdom, 
whenever  they  should  be  paid,  indorsed,  transferred,  or 
otherwise  negotiated  within  the  United  Kingdom.  No 
stamp  was  required  on  bills  drawn  abroad  and  payable  in 
this  country  until  this  enactment;  but  the  stamp  required 
is  not  of  course  made  a  fomudtty  of  the  original  contract 
by  such  statutory  provisions.  It  does,  however,  become  a 
formality  of  the  contract  between  the  indorser  and  in- 
dorsee, if  the  bill  is  indorsed  in  England,  and  then  is 
governed  as  such  by  the  lex  loci.  If,  therefore,  the  in- 
dorsee sued  the  indorser  in  a  foreign  Court  on  a  foreign 
bill,  the  indorsement  having  taken  place  in  England,  and 
it  appeared  that  the  English  stamp  had  not  been  affixed, 
the  foreign  Court  should  in  strictness  refuse  to  recognise 
the  indorser's  liability ;  though  secua,  it  would  appear,  if 
the  English  statute  merely  said  that  the  bill  and  indorse- 
ment should  not  be  given  in  evidence  without  the  English 
stamp  (a).  The  Stamp  Act,  1870,  repealed  the  provisions 
.of  17  &  18  Vict,  c,  88  on  this  subject,  but  re-enacted  them 
in  another  form.  By  sect  51  it  is  provided  that  every 
person  into  whose  hands  any  bill  or  note  made  out  of  the 
United  Kingdom  comes,  shall,  before  he  presents  for  pay- 
ment, or  indorses,  transfers,  or  in  any  manner  negotiates 
or  pays  such  bill  or  note,  affix  thereto  a  proper  adhesive 
stamp  and  cancel  the  same.  Sect  54  imposes  a  penalty 
of  £10  on  every  person  who  issues,  indorses,  transf(&rs, 
negotiates^  presents  for  payment,  or  pays,  any  bill  or  note 
liable  to  duty  and  not  stamped ;  and  farther  enacts  that 

(a)  Brigtow  v.  SequetriUe,  5  Ex.  275;  Alves  v.  Hodgson,  7  T.  R.  241,  and 
anUf  p.  279. 
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the  penon  who  takee  or  i^eoeives  from  any  other  person  Pabt  m. 

any  soch  bill  or  note  nnstamped  shall  not  be  entitled  to        

recover  on  the  same,  or  to  make  the  same  available  for  ^^-  ^^^^ 


any  purpose  whatever  (a).  These  provisions  appear  to  go  Qminuir- 
far  beyond  any  mere  regulations  of  evidence  and  pro-  ^<w^|^*««- 
cednre,  so  that  the  principle  of  the  judgment  in  Bristaw 
Y.  SequevUle  (h)  would  not  apply  to  them,  if  under  the  cir- 
cumstances just  supposed  an  English  indorsee  were  to  sue 
the  indorser  in  a  foreign  Court.  The  question  as  to  what 
amounted  to  indorsement^  negotiation,  or  transfer,  under 
the  earlier  statute,  arose  in  Qriffin  v.  Wecstherley  (c). 
When,  however,  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  which  has  been 
transferred  or  negotiated  in  England  is  sued  on  in  an 
English  Court,  if  the  stamp  appear  to  be  on  it  at  the 
time  of  the  trial,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  to  have  been  there  when  the 
bill  was  transferred  to  the  holder  {d), 

(c.)  LegalHy  of  Contract. — Wide  as  the  operation  nece&-  illegal 
sarily  is  which  is  given  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  a  ^^*™®*- 
contract,  it  is  plain  that  it  can  have  no  effect  upon  the 
question  of  the  legality  or  illegality  of  the  thing  con* 
traoted  for.  No  law  can  permit  itself  to  be  evaded,  nor 
can  it,  consistently  with  the  principles  of  international 
jnrisprudence,  sanction  the  evasion  of  a  foreign  law. 
Thus,  if  the  thing  contracted  to  be  done  is  illegal  by  the 
law  of  the  place  of  the  intended  performance,  the  contract 
should  be  held  void,  wherever  it  was  actually  entered 
into,  by  all  Courts  alike.  Where,  however,  it  is  the  con- 
tract itself,  the  exchange  of  a  certain  consideration  either 
for  any  or  for  a  certain  promise,  that  one  of  the  competing 
laws  claims  to  forbid,  the  question  assumes  a  different 
form.  In  such  a  case  it  would  seem  that  the  legality  of 
the  agreement  must  be  decided  by  the  law  of  the  place 
where  it  is  made.  It  appears  clear,  at  any  rate,  that  a 
contract  illegal  by  that  law  will  not  be  recognised  or 

(o)  33  &  84  Vict.  c.  97.  88.  51,  54. 
(6)  5  Ex.  275. 

(c)  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  753. 

(d)  Bradlaugh  v.  De  Rin,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  286. 
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Performanoe 
illegal  by 
lex  hci 
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adopted  by  the  English  Ooarts ;  though  the  oon verse  case^ 
where  a  contract  was  l^;al  where  made  bat  is  forbidden 
by  English  law,  may  often  prove  a  more  complex  one. 
No  tribunal  can  of  coarse  be  called  apon  to  sanction  or 
enforce  any  agreement  which  is  contrary  to  its  own  notions 
of  justice  or  morality. 

Firsts  therefore,  with  regard  to  performance,  where  the 
thing  contracted  to  be  done  is  illegal  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  it  is  intended  to  do  it,  the  contract  is  void  in 
all  Coarts  alike.  This  is  only  in  accordance  with  the 
general  principle  that  all  qaestions  relating  to  the  mode, 
time,  or  conditions  of  performanoe  are  to  be  determined 
by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  parties  have  agreed  to 
perform  (a) ;  and  subject  to  one  eiception  to  be  presently 
noticed,  the  rule  is  firmly  established,  though  the  English 
authorities  on  the  point  are  scanty.  Thus  an  agreement, 
to  be  carried  into  effect  in  this  country,  which  would  be 
void  on  the  ground  of  champerty  if  made  here,  is  not  the 
less  void  becanse  made  in  a  foreign  country  where  such  a 
contract  would  be  legal,  and  with  a  domiciled  subject  of 
that  foreign  country  (b).  In  Branley  v.  South-Eastem 
Railway  Company  {e\  the  distinction  between  a  case  of 
this  kind,  and  one  where  the  element  of  illegality  does  not 
touch  the  performance  of  the  i^eement^  is  clearly  seen. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  railway  company,  who 
were  directed  by  English  statutes  to  charge  uniform  rates 
for  carriage,  could  impose  an  increased  charge  upon 
'*  packed  parcels  "  received  at  Boulogne  for  conveyance  to 
London ;  such  an  increased  charge  having  been  pro- 
nounced by  the  Courts  illegal  when  the  contract  was 
made  in  England  (d).  What  the  company  contracted  to 
do  in  that  case  was  to  carry  a  packed  parcel,  part  of  the 
journey  being  in  England ;  and  as  there  was  no  illegality 
in  carrying  packed  parcels  in  England,  it  appears  to  have 

(o)  Branley  V.  South-Eastem  By.  Co.,  12  C.  B.  N.S.  at  p.  71,  per 
Tindal.  C. J.,  in  THmbey  v.  Ftonter,  4  M.  &  S.  695,  704,  infra. 

(b)  Orell  V.  Levy,  16  C.  B.  N.S.  73.  (c)  12  C.  B.  N.  8.  63. 

Id)  Parker  v.  Great  Western  By.  Co.,  7  M.  &  G.  253;  11  C.  B.  545  ; 
Crouch  V.  Qreat  Northern  By.  Co.,  11  Ex.  742. 
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been  rightly  decided  that  the  contract  made  in  Boulogne    Part  m. 
for  an  increased  rate  of  payment  on  such  articles  could  be       ^f^ 
recognised  by  English  law.    **  As  a  general  rule/'  said    Cap.  Yin. 
Erie,  C.J.,  **  the  lex  loci  contraetus  governs  in  deciding    Coniraei^' 
whether  there  was  illegality  in  the  contract ;  and  according     L^i*y. 
to  the  law  of  France,  there  was  nothing  illegal "  (a).    This 
dtctttm  must,  according  to  the  principle  now  under  con- 
sideration, be  qualified  by  regarding  the  "  general  rule  "  as 
applicable  to  the  illegality  of  the  contract  itself,  and  not 
of  its  performance  merely.    It  may  indeed  be  supported  Perfonnanoe 
in  another  sense,  by  remembering  tliat  when  ^question  of  )^^^^ 
performance  arises,  the  lex  loei  eontradus  is  the  law,  not  Mlutumis. 
loci  celebrationis  but  soltUionis.    In  Herie  y.  Biera  (&),  re- 
ferred to  by  Westlake,  an  agreement  had  been  made  in 
Spain  between  a  merchant  and  an  officer  of  the  Spanish 
government,  which  the  fiduciary  position  of  the  latter 
rendered  void  by  Spanish  law.     The  plaintiff  alleged  a 
renewal  and  repetition  of  the  contract  ont  of  the  Spanish 
dominions,  an  allegation  which  was  held  to  be  unsupported 
by  sufficient  evidence ;  but  Westlake  suggests  that  even 
if  such  a  promise  had  been  sufficiently  proved,  it  would 
have  been  void  by  the  law  of  Spain  as  the  country  of  per- 
formance.   In  Pattiion  v.  MilU  (c)  a  contract  of  insurance 
waa  made  in  Scotland  by  the  agent  of  an  English  insur- 
ance company  for  granting  a  marine  policy  in  London, 
during  the  operation  of  the  statute  (6  Geo.  I.  c.  18),  which 
conferred  upon  certain  other  companies  a  monopoly  of 
marine  policies  of  insurance.    It  was  held  that  the  agree- 
ment, notwithstanding,  could  be  sued  upon ;  partly  upon 
the  ground  that  the  statute  was  not  intended  to  apply  to 
Scotland,  or  to  a  contract  to  insure  Scotch  property  entered 
into  in  Scotland ;  partly  upon  the  hypothesis  that  England 
was  not  necessarily  the  country  of  performance,  and  that  a 
policy  in  accordance  with  the  contract  might  even  have 
been  granted  in  Scotland.    In  Robinson  v.  Bland  (d),  Lord 

(a)  12  0.  B.  N.S.  at  p.  72.  (6)  11  Sim.  318 ;  Westlake,  §  193. 

(c)  1  Dow  &  CI.  342. 

iff)  2  Burr.  1078.    Bnt  now  see  Quarrier  v.  CoUton,  1  Phill.  147. 

U 


290  FOBEIGN  AHD  DOKEBTIG  lAW. 

Past  HL    Mansfield  went  beyond  the  principle  nnder  diacnnon,  and 

expreflsed  an  opinion  that  a  bill  given  in  France  for  a 

Cap.  viiL.  gaming  debt^  and  payable  in  England,  was  subject  to  the 
Coniraei—  English  law  as  that  of  the  place  of  performanoey  and  that 
^^^^oj^y-  the  holder  ooold  not  recover.  **  The  law  of  the  place  of 
contract,"  said  Lord  Mansfield,  ^can  never  be  the  rale, 
where  the  transaction  is  entered  into  with  an  express  view 
to  the  law  of  another  country  as  the  mle  by  which  it  is  to 
be  governed/'  It  has  been  already  pointed  out  that  the 
question  of  illegality  in  the  performance  comes  within  the 
general  rule  enunciated  by  Story,  that  where  the  contract 
is  either  expressly  or  tacitly  to  be  performed  in  another 
place,  the  contract,  in  conformity  to  the  presumed  inten- 
tion  of  the  parties,  is  to  be  governed,  as  to  its  validity, 
nature,  obligations,  and  interpretations,  by  the  law  of  the 
place  of  performance  (a).  And  just  as  any  connection 
with  an  illegal  object  is  held  suflScient  in  municipal  law  to 
vitiate  a  contract  (h),  so  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  appli- 
Illegal  object  cation  of  this  principle  to  private  international  law,  that 
complicity  in.  ^^^  Contract  to  which  exception  is  taken  should  be  ex- 
pressly to  do  some  action  prohibited  by  the  law  of  the 
place  of  intended  performance.  Thus  the  vendor  of  goods 
intended  to  be  smuggled  into  England,  who  had  lent  him- 
self to  the  unlawful  intention  by  packing  them  in  a  par- 
ticular way,  was  held  unable  to  recover  their  price  (c) ; 
though  under  somewhat  similar  circumstances,  a  vendor 
who  had  a  knowledge  only  of  the  illegal  design,  to  the 
furtherance  of  which  he  had  not  himself  contributed,  was 
not  debarred  from  suing  (d).  The  decisions  in  the  two 
last-mentioned  cases  have  been  much  criticized,  and  ex- 
ception can  no  doubt  be  taken  to  the  reasoning  of  Lord 
Abinger  in  the  latter  of  the  two.  **  The  distinction  is, 
when  he  takes  an  actual  part  in  the  illegal  adventure,  as 
in  packing  the  goods  in  prohibited  parcels  or  otherwise, 

(a)  Story,  §  280 ;  2  Kent,  Comm.  Lect.  393. 

(6)  See  note  to  Collins  v.  Blaniem,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  369,  and  per  Tindal,  C,  J^ 
in  De  Begnis  v.  ArmUtead,  10  Bing.  110. 

(c)  Waymell  v.  Read,  5  T.  R.  599 ;  1  Esp.  91 ;  Light/oot  v.  Tennantj 
1  B.  &  P.  551 ;  Bigga  v.  Laiorencey  3  T.  R.  454. 

id)  Jlolman  v.  Johnton,  Cowp.  341 ;  PellectU  v.  Awfell,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  311. 
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there  he  must  take  the  cbnfiequences  of  his  act     Bat  it    Pabt  m. 

Arvpa 

has  never  been  said  that  merely  selling  to  a  party  who        

means  to  violate  the  laws  of  his  own  country  is  a  bad  con-  Cap.  vnL 
tract.  .  .  •  The  plaintiff  sold  the  goods;  the  defendant  Contract-^ 
might  smuggle  them  if  he  liked,  or  he  might  change  his  ^^9- 
mind  next  day ;  it  does  not  at  all  import  a  contract,  of 
which  the  smuggling  was  an  essential  part "  (a).  In  con- 
trast with  this  the  language  of  Eyre,  G.J.,  may  well  be 
placed.  *^  Upon  the  priociples  of  the  common  law^  the 
consideration  of  every  valid  contract  must  be  meritorious. 
The  sale  and  delivery  of  goods,  nay,  the  agreement  to  sell 
and  deliver  goods,  is  prima  facie  a  meritorioui^  considera- 
tion to  support  a  contract  for  the  price.  But  the  man  who 
sold  arsenic  to  one  who  he  knew  intended  to  poison  his 
wife  with  it,  would  not  be  allowed  to  maintain  an  action 
upon  his  contract  .  .  .  Other  cases  where  the  means  of 
transgressing  a  law  are  furnished  with  knowledge  that 
they  are  intended  to  be  used  for  that  purpose  will  differ 
in  shade  more  or  less  from  this  strong  case ;  but  the  body 
of  the  colour  is  the  same  in  all.  No  man  ought  to  furnish 
another  with  the  means  of  transgressing  the  law,  knowing 
that  he  intends  to  make  that  use  of  them "  (&).  The 
tendency  which  was  exhibited,  in  the  cases  referred  to  Bevenue  laws, 
above,  to  extenuate  participation  not  indicated  by  overt 
acts  in  intended  smuggling,  is  no  doubt  due  to  another 
theory,  which  has  established  itself  with  much  firmness  in 
English  jurisprudence,  that  the  obligations  of  revenue  laws 
have  less  claim  to  respect  than  any  other  legal  commands. 
The  distinction  between  malimi  prohibitum  and  malum  in 
86  has  nowhere  taken  a  more  powerful  hold  upon  the  legal 
imagination.  Its  effect  in  extenuating  passive  participa* 
tion  in  the  breach  of  our  own  revenue  laws  has  been 
already  indicated ;  but  it  has  had  a  wider  operation  still 
with  regard  to  those  of  foreign  countries;  and  in  more 
than  one  case  it  has  been  held  that  an  act  declared  illegal 
by  a  foreign  revenue  law  as  the  law  of  the  intended  place 

(a)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  313. 

{b)  Liyhtfoot  V.  Tennardf  1  B.  &  P.  551,  555. 
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Part  m.  of  perfonnance  is  not  illegal  at  all,  but  can  be  validly  con- 
_^  tracted  for  in  England.  Thus  a  contract  made  in  England 
CAP.jvin.  to  defraud  the  revenue  laws  of  Portugal  was  supported  by 
Contract-^  Lord  Hardwicke  (a) ;  and  a  contract  to  insure  a  ship  in- 
■^"^^^y-  tended  to  engage  in  trade  with  a  Spanish  colony  forbidden 
by  the  mother  country  was  recognised  upon  the  same 
principle  by  Lord  Mansfield  (6).  Modem  writers  have, 
however,  concurred  in  condemning  these  decisions,  and 
though  the  theory  is  firmly  established  in  America  also, 
it  can  hardly  be  assumed  that  they  will  be  followed  in  the 
event  of  the  question  again  arising  here  (c). 
Illegality  of  Secondly,  the  question  of  legality  may  arise  with  refer- 
agreement.  ^^^  ^  ^^  contracting  of  the  agreement,  and  not  to  its 
performance.  The  consideration,  on  one  side  or  the  other, 
may  either  be  an  unlawful  thing  in  itself  to  exchange  for 
any  promise,  or  unlawful  with  reference  to  the  particolar 
promise  for  which  it  is  given.  There  is  no  authority  for 
saying  that  the  question  of  legality,  in  such  cases  as  these, 
is  determined  by  any  other  law  than  that  of  the  place 
where  the  contract  is  entered  into,  except  the  dictum  in 
Bobinson  v.  Bland  (d),  which  has  been  already  mentioned. 
In  Quarrier  v.  CobUm  (e)  the  plaintiff  was  held  entitled 
to  sue  in  England  for  money  lost  and  lent  at  gaming  on 
the  Continent,  where  there  was  no  law  prohibiting  such 
practices ;  and  though  in  that  case  there  was  no  lex  loci 
sclutionis  to  compete  with  the  lex  loci  cdebrcUionis^  the 
decision  is  valuable  as  shewing  that  Lord  Mansfield's 
expression  of  opinion  in  Bdbinsan  v.  Bland  is  practically 
overruled.  Had  the  gaming  transactions  taken  place  in 
England,  the  whole  consideration  for  the  debt  would  have 
been  illegal  in  itself,  and  one  which  could  not  have  been 
lawfully  exchanged  for  any  promise.   In  Bromley  v.  iStm^A- 

(a)  Boucher  v.  Lawson,  cas.  temp.  Hard.  85,  191. 

(/>)  Lever  v.  Fletcher,  Park.  Mar.  Ins.  i.  506.    See  also  Sharp  v.  Taylor, 

2  I'hlU.  801  :  Simeon  v.  Bazett,  2  M.  &  8.  94;  Bazeit  v.  Meyer,  5  Taunt 
824 

((•)  See  Story,  §  257:  Weellnke,  §  201,  202;  1  Chittv.  Coram.  83,  84; 

3  Kent,  Oonim.  26(>,  267. 
id)  2  Burr.  1078. 

(e)  1  Pliill.  147.    Sec  9  Anne,  c.  14,  6.  1,  and  18  Geo.  II.  c.  34,  8.  3. 
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Eastern  RaUivay  Compcmy  (a),  which  has  jast  been  referred    Part  hl 
to,  it  was  conceded  that  the  English  statnte  prohibited         ^^' 
the  railway  company,  in  England^  &om  contracting  to    Cap,  viil. 
carry  ^*  packed  parcels  "  at  an  increased  rate,  or  from  de-    Ckmtrad^ 
parting  under  any  circumstances  from  a  uniform  rate,     ^^y- 
This  promise  to  carry  was  therefore  an  unlawful  con- 
sideration to  exchange,  according  to  English  law,  for  any 
promise  but  one,  t.6.,  a  promise  to  pay  for  the  carriage 
according  to  the  uniform  statutory  rate.     But  the  per- 
formance of  the  promise,  the  carriage  of  the  goods,  was  in 
no  sense  prohibited  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  perform- 
ance, and  the  lex  hoi  cetAraUonis  was  therefore  allowed  to 
determine  for  itself  the  legality  of  the  interchange  of  pro- 
mises ;  just  as  in  Qaanrier  y.  Colston  (i)  the  same  law  was 
left  to  pronounce  upon  the  legality  of  a  gaming  transaction. 
If  the  giving  of  the  consideration  for  the  promise  was  im- 
lawful  in  the  first  instance  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  transaction  took  place,  a  renewal  of  the  promise  in 
another  country  where  the  contract  could  lawfully  have 
been  made,  as  by  giving  new  bills  in  France  for  a 
gaming  debt  previously  contracted  in  England,  will  not, 
without  fresh  consideration,  whitewash  the  original  ille- 
gality (c). 

It  might  perhaps  have  been  doubted  how  far  these  con-  Immoral 
tracts  resulting  from  gaming  might  have  properly  come  ^^*^°*^ 
under  the  head  of  those  agreements,  already  referred  to, 
which  the  law  refuses  to  recognise,  wherever  they  are 
made  and  in  whatever  place  they  are  to  be  performed, 
because  of  their  moral  turpitude  or  their  injurious  effect 
apon  the  interests  of  the  State  or  of  society.  It  can 
hardly  be  said  that  such  cases  properly  come  under  the 
domain  of  international  law  at  all,  inasmuch  as  the  inter- 
national element  in  them,  if  any,  is  obliterated  by  the 
brand  of  illegality  which  the  law  of  England,  as  the  lex 
forty  stamps  upon  them  as  soon  as  their  real  nature  is  made 
apparent    Amongst  this  class  may  be  enumerated  all 

(a)  12  C.  B.  N.8.  63,  aide,  p.  288.  (5)  1  PhUl.  147. 

(o)  WjiWM  V.  Callajider,  1  Boaa  293. 
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FartIIL    contracts  the  object  of  which  inTolyes  a  breach  of  the 

__       national  neutrality  in  time  of  war,  or  is  calcolated  to  lend 

Cap.  vnL    asdstanoe  to  insurgents  against  a  friendly  State  (a) ;  all 


Contracta 

ooDoenxiDg 

slaveB. 


CorUfuet--  contracts  for  future  immorality  or  illicit  connection  of  the 
^'^g^y-  sexes,  or  based  in  any  other  way  upon  moral  turpitude 
and  opposed  to  the  interests  of  justice  (6).  CSontrary  to 
what  might,  perhaps,  have  been  expected,  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  slaves  does  not  appear  to  be  regarded  by  the 
English  law  as  so  tainted  with  turpitude  as  to  be  incapable 
of  recognition.  That  this  should  have  been  the  view  taken 
when  slaves  were  still  held  in  the  British  colonies,  and 
regarded  there  as  part  of  the  soil — ascripti  glehm — is  not, 
of  course,  a  matter  for  surprise  {c)  ;  nor  that,  before  the 
conclusion  of  a  treaty  between  Great  Britain  and  Spain 
for  the  suppression  of  the  slave  trade,  and  the  creation  of 
a  right  of  searching  Spanish  vessels  on  the  high  seas  with 
that  object  (d),  it  should  have  been  held  that  a  Spaniard, 
being  not  prohibited  from  carrying  on  the  slave  trade  by 
the  laws  of  his  own  country,  might  recover  damages  in  an 
English  Court  in  respect  of  the  wrongful  seizure  by  a 
British  subject  on  the  high  seas  of  a  caigo  of  slaves  on 
board  his  ship  {e).  The  slave  trade  is  not,  and  has  never 
been,  piracy  by  the  law  of  nations  (/),  except  by  conven- 
tion, and  the  action  therefore  was  no  doubt  maintainable. 
But  8o  recently  as  1860  it  was  held  by  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  that  a  contract  might  be  made  by  a  British  sub- 
ject for  the  sale  of  slaves,  lawfully  held  by  him  in  a  foreign 
country  where  the  possession  and  sale  of  slaves  is  law- 
ful {g).  The  defendants  in  that  case  were  the  directors  of 
an  association  or  partnership,  consisting  of  themselves  and 


(a)  Ve  Wutz  ▼.  Hendricks,  9  Moo.  586 ;  B.C.  2  Bing.  814 ;  Uumpaon 
V.  Pawles,  2  Sim.  194 ;  Jones  v.  Garcia  del  Bio,  1  T.  &  Ruse.  297 ;  Yrisarri 
V.  ClemenU  2  C.  &  P.  N.  P.  C.  223 ;  8  BiDg.  482 ;  Eenm'ngs  v.  BothsehUd, 
9  B.  &  C.  470 ;  4  Bing.  315,  335 ;  Taylor  v.  Barclay,  2  Sim.  213. 

(6)  Com.  Dig.  Assumpsit,  F.  7 ;  Collins  v.  Blantern,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  and  note ; 
Madrazo  v.  WiUes,  3  B.  &  Aid.  353 ;  Forbes  v.  Cochrane,  2  B.  &  0.  448. 

(c)  SmUh  V.  Brown,  2  Salk.  666. 

(d)  Wheaton,  Int.  Law  (Lawrence),  p.  259. 
(6)  Madrazo  v.  WOUs,  3  B.  &  Aid.  353. 
(/)  Wheaton,  Int.  Law,  p.  256. 

(<?)  Bantos  ?.  JUidife,  6  C.  B.  N.S.  841 ;  8  C.  B.  N.S.  861. 
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oibexs,  all  British  domiciled  sabjects,  and  were  the  ownen  Pabt  m. 
of  certain  slaves  in  the  Empire  of  Brazil,  where  slavery  _^ 
was  lawful*  The  action  was  brought  for  breach  of  a  con-  Oap.  vm. 
tract  of  sale,  and  the  question  turned  mainly  upon  the  ckmtraet^ 
proper  constnrction  of  the  English  statutes  forbidding  the  ^^^^v- 
purchase,  sale,  or  barter  of  slaves  (5  Oeo.  lY.  o.  113 ;  6  &  7 
Yici  c.  98),  the  slaves  in  question  having  been  purchased 
by  the  defendants  themselves  in  Brazil  after  the  passing  of 
the  former,  but  before  the  commencement  of  the  last- 
mentioned  Act.  In  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  it  was 
held  that  the  effect  of  the  two  statutes,  read  togeUier,  was 
to  prohibit  the  trade  in  slaves  by  all  persons  within  the 
control  of  the  legislature,  including  British  subjects  all 
over  the  world ;  and  it  was  added,  that  the  fact  of  the 
plaintiff  being  a  foreigner  did  not  auUiorize  him  to  sue  in 
the  Courts  of  this  country  for  the  breach  of  a  contract 
entered  into  by  an  English  subject  in  violation  of  English 
laws  (a).  This  judgment  was,  however,  reversed  on  appeal 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  by  four  judges  to  two,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  nothing  in  Uie  English  statutes  to 
prohibit  a  contract  by  a  British  subject  for  the  sale  of 
slaves,  lawfully  held  by  him  in  a  country  where  the  pos- 
session and  sale  of  slaves  is  lawfuL  It  will  be  seen  that 
this  decision,  as  did  that  of  the  judges  in  the  Court  below, 
proceeded  entirely  upon  the  intention  of  the  English 
legislature,  as  gathered  from  the  proper  interpretation  of 
the  English  statutes ;  nor  was  it  pretended  that  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  slaves  could  be  impeached  on  any  other 
ground.  The  history  of  English  legislation  on  this  sub- 
ject gives  the  real  key  to  the  reasons  for  regarding  the 
subject  in  a  manner  so  opposed  to  that  which  is  now  sup- 
posed  to  be  the  spirit  of  English  law.  If  English  law  had 
been  always  that  which  it  is  now,  such  a  contract  would  no 
doubt  be  regarded  in  itself  as  something  iniquitous,  and 
incapable,  just  as  a  contract  for  prostitution,  of  enforce- 
ment in  an  English  Court.  But  inasmuch  as  the  rights 
of  slave-holders  were  at  one  time  an  integral  part  of  our 

(a)  6  C.  B.  N.S.  841,  862 ;  JSspwito  v.  Bowdmi,  7  £.  ft  B.  768. 
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Pabt  m.    own  lawy  just  as  they  are  still  of  the  law  of  some  other 

;       conntries,  it  is  plain  that  only  the  limitations  which  hare 

Cap.  ym.  been  placed  by  English  statutes  on  those  rights  can  be 
Contraei—  reoognisod  by  English  law,  and  that  a  contract  which  was 
^^^^y-  once  l^al  most  still  be  regarded  as  yalid,  except  so  far 
as  its  legality  has  been  taken  away  by  positive  enactment. 
It  cannot  be  asserted  that  such  a  contract  is  so  iniquitous 
that  it  ought  not  to  be  recognised  in  an  English  Court,  no 
statute  having  declared  it  to  be  so ;  and  therefore,  although 
such  contracts  may  he  forbidden  by  English  law,  its  legality 
must  be  tested,  not  by  the  lex  fori,  but  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  contract  was  made  or  where  it  was  to  be 
entered  into  (a).  **  In  this  case,"  said  BramweU,  B.,  in 
Santoa  v.  lUidge,  *^  the  plaintiff  sues  on  a  contract  made 
with  him,  a  Brazilian,  in  the  Brazils,  which  the  defendants 
can  lawfully  perform  there.  The  defendants  refuse  to 
perform  it,  and  give  as  a  reason  one  which  would  not  be 
good  there,  nor  probably  in  any  other  country  than  this, 
viz.,  that  the  performance  of  their  contract  there  would  be 
an  offence  against  the  laws  here,  and  therefore  ought  not 
to  be  enforced  here  "  (b).  The  decision  of  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  was  in  effect  that  the  reason  was  not  in  fact  good 
even  in  England,  though  it  no  doubt  would  have  been,  had 
the  English  law  said  expressly  that  it  should  be.  ^The 
general  run  of  laws  enacted  by  the  superior  State  are 
supposed  to  be  calculated  for  its  own  internal  govern- 
ment, and  do  not  extend  to  its  distant  dependent  coun- 
tries ;  which  bearing  no  part  in  the  legislature,  are  not 
therefore  in  its  ordinary  and  daily  contemplation"  (c). 
If  true  of  distant  dependencies,  it  is  d  fortiori  so  with 
regard  to  foreign  independent  States,  that  a  government, 
when  legislating  with  regard  to  acts,  does  not  intend  to 
include  acts  to  be  performed  within  any  territorial  limits 
but  its  own. 
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(a)  Ante,  p.  292.  (h)  Santo8  v.  IlUdge,  8  O.  B.  N.S.  867. 

(c)  1  Bl.  Comm.  101 ;  Attorney-General  v.  SteioarU  2  Meriv.  143. 
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SUMMARY.  Cap.  VIU. 

FORMALITIES  OF  CONTRACT. 

The  fonns  and  ceremonies  which  the  law  of  the  place 
of  celebration  requires  for  the  constitution  of  a  contract,  p-  275. 
are  necessary  and  sufficient  for  that  purpose. 

But  where  the  lex  fori  demands  that  a  contract  shall  be  p.  277. 
oTidenced  in  a  particular  manner,  these  rules  of  evidence 
must  be  complied  with,  though  their  indirect  effect  is  to 
impose  a  formality  of  celebration  not  required  by  the  Ux 
loci  cdehrationis  or  solutionis,  or  to  refuse  as  insufficient 
formalities  by  which  the  lex  hoi  was  satisfied.    ' 

Conversely,  the  lex  fori  may  admit  evidence  which  the  p.  279. 
lex  loei  would  have  rejected;  but  the  contract,  though 
proved  as  a  fact,  will  in  such  cases  be  held  void  if  that 
evidence  shews  that  the  formalities  prescribed  by  the  lex 
loci  for  the  validity  of  the  contract,  as  distinguished  from 
the  manner  of  proving  it,  were  not  fulfilled. 

The  general  rule,  that  formalities  are  governed  by  the  p.  282. 
lex  loci  (locus  regit  actum)  does  not,  however,  apply  to  con- 
tracts which  concern  immovable  property,  as  to  which  the 
lex  situs  prevails. 

The  stamps  which  the  Ux  fori  requires  on  documents  p.  283. 
executed  out  of  its  jurisdiction  are  rightly  prescribed  by 
it,  as  coming  under  the  head  of  evidence. 

Where  the  lex  fori  is  silent,  the  stamp  requirements  of 
the  hx  loci  actus  must  be  complied  with. 


Legality  of  (he  Contract. 

The  legality  of  a  contract  depends  generally  upon  the  p.  287. 
law  of  the  place  of  intended  performance. 

An  act  which  is  illegal  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  P*  288. 
is  intended  to  be  done  cannot  be  validly  contracted  for  in 
any  place. 

But  the  legality  of  the  making  of  the  agreement,  ue.,  p.  2d2. 
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the  giving  a  particular  consideration  for  a  particular 
promise — seems  to  depend  npon  the  lex  loci  aetus. 

(d.)  EsserUiab  of  Contract. — It  has  been  said  above  (a) 
that,  assuming  a  contract  to  be  legal,  the  intention  of  the 
parties  is  material  to  every  question  that  can  arise  upon 
it,  except  that  of  their  capacity  to  enter  into  a  legal  obliga- 
tion at  all.  And  the  question  of  the  formalities  necessary 
to  a  contract,  which  has  recentiy  been  considered,  is  not  at 
all  an  exception  to  that  rule,  inasmuch  as  the  parties  con- 
tracting are  presumed  to  have  submitted  themselves  for 
certain  purposes  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract 
is  entered  into,  and  to  have  intended  that  the  formalities 
required  by  that  law  should  be  fulfilled.  It  is  obvious 
that  every  man  who  contracts  at  all,  if  he  is  a  member  of 
a  civilized  community,  must  be  aware  that  his  contract 
will  be  governed,  so  far  as  its  formalities  are  concerned, 
by  some  system  of  law  or  another ;  and  the  system  of  law 
which  will  be  oftenest  in  his  mind  as  that  which  must 
claim  respect,  will  undoubtedly  be  the  system  of  law  by 
which  all  other  matters  are  regulated  in  the  place  v^here 
he  undertakes  his  legal  obligation.  To  undertake  such 
an  obligation  something  must  be  done  or  said  there  and 
then,  and  it  is  fair  to  assume  that  this  something  will  be 
tested  by  the  same  law  that  regulates  all  other  actions 
and  words  in  the  same  locality.  Such,  accordingly,  is 
presumed  by  private  international  law  to  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  contracting  parties ;  but  when  the  essentials 
of  the  contract  are  the  subject  of  consideration  (to  adopt 
the  distinction  between  forms  and  essentials  which  is 
drawn  in  Brook  v.  Brook  (b)  ),  it  is  plain  that  the  intention 
of  the  parties  cannot  be  so  simply  ascertained.  The 
legality,  for  example,  of  the  act,  or  any  of  the  acts,  for 
which  the  contract  stipulates,  cannot  depend  in  the  mind 
of  the  parties,  or  in  reason  and  fact,  upon  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  promise  to  do  it  is  given.  Whether  any 
act  is  a  lawful  one  or  not  must  depend  entirely,  if  words 


(a)  Page  260. 


(6)  9  H.  L.  C.  193. 


SsseatidU. 
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have  any  meaning,  upon  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is  Pabt  m. 
to  be  done.  On  this  point  it  is  hardly  correct  to  say  that  _!^' 
the  intention  of  the  parties  is  at  all  material ;  the  law  does  Cap,  vin. 
noty  strictly  speaking,  presume  them  to  have  intended  Contract 
anything,  except  obedience  to  the  proper  law,  whatever 
that  might  be ;  but  it  does  presume  them  to  have  known 
that  the  legality  of  every  act  depends  upon  the  law  of  the 
place  of  intended  performance,  as  a  maxim  both  of  juris- 
prudence and  of  common  sense.  Again,  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  obligation  which  the  contracting  parties  take 
upon  themselves  must  of  course  be  defined  and  regulated, 
whether  by  construction  or  implication,  by  some  law ;  and 
undoubtedly,  so  long  as  they  propose  to  stipulate  for 
nothing  that  is  in  any  sense  illegal,  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  so  far  as  it  can  be  ascertained,  is  entitled  to  decide 
what  law  must  be  referred  to  for  the  purpose.  If  the 
contracting  parties  were  told  beforehand  the  exact  law 
that  was  to  regulate  their  contract,  they  could  obviously 
contract  for  any  lawful  object  they  pleased,  by  the  use  of 
proper  forms  and  proper  language.  It  would  then  be  in 
fulfilment  of  their  intention  to  apply  the  law  whose  pro- 
visions had  been  in  their  minds  to  the  contract  when 
made.  Now,  whether  parties  to  a  contract  are  told  or 
not,  they  will  always  assume  some  law  or  other  as  that 
which  is  to  govern  the  obUgation.  The  proper  law,  there- 
fore, to  be  eventually  applied  by  any  tribunal  for  this 
purpose  is  that  which  will  most  frequently  and  most 
naturally  be  assumed  by  ignorant  parties  to  a  contract  as 
that  by  which  their  liabilities  are  defined.  The  principle 
is  well  demonstrated  by  Lord  Brougham,  speaking  of  the 
rule  which  refers  solemnities  to  the  lex  lodf  in  Warrender 
V.  Warrender  (a) :  ''  This  is  sometimes  expressed,  and  I 
take  leave  to  say  inaccurately  expressed,  by  saying  that 
there  is  a  eomitas  shewn  by  the  tribunals  of  one  country 
towards  the  laws  of  the  other  country.  Such  a  thing  as 
eomitas  or  courtesy  may  be  said  to  exist  in  certain  cases, 
as  where  the  French  Courts  inquire  how  our  law  would 

(a)  9  Bligb,  115. 
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deal  with  a  Frenchman  in  similar  or  parallel  circumstances, 
and  upon  proof  of  it,  so  deal  with  an  Englishman  in  those 
circumstances.  This  is  truly  a  eomitas,  and  can  be  ex- 
plained on  no  other  ground  ;  and  I  must  be  permitted  to 
say,  with  all  respect  for  the  usage,  it  is  not  easily  reooncile- 
able  to  any  sound  reason.  But  when  the  Courts  of  one 
country  consider  the  laws  of  another  in  which  any  contract 
has  been  made,  or  is  alleged  to  have  been  made,  in  con- 
struing its  meaning,  or  ascertaining  its  existence,  they 
can  hardly  be  said  to  be  acting  from  courtesy,  ex  comUaJte; 
for  it  is  of  the  essence  of  the  subject-matter  to  ascertain 
the  meaning  of  the  parties,  and  that  they  did  solemnly 
bind  themselves ;  and  it  is  clear  that  you  must  presume 
them  to  bave  intended  what  the  law  of  the  country  sanctions 
or  supposes,  and  equally  clear  that  their  adopting  the 
forms  and  solemnities,  which  that  law  prescribes,  shews 
their  intention  to  bind  themselres;  nay  more,  it  is  the 
only  safe  criterion  of  their  haying  entertained  such  an 
intention.  Therefore,  the  Courts  of  the  country  where 
the  question  arises  resort  to  the  law  of  the  country  where 
the  contract  was  made,  not  ex  eomiiate,  but  ex  debUo  justiHrn  ; 
and  in  order  to  explicate  their  own  jurisdiction  by  discoyer- 
ing  that  which  they  are  in  quest  of,  and  which  alone  they 
are  in  quest  of,  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  parties." 

In  deciding,  therefore,  upon  the  proper  law  to  be  applied 
to  the  essentials  of  a  contract,  we  must  be  guided  by  the 
intention  of  the  contracting  parties ;  and  it  will  be  con- 
yenient  first  to  understand  clearly  what  the  essentials 
are,  haying  treated  in  the  preceding  pages  of  the  legality 
of  those  acts  which  are  forbidden  by  one  and  allowed  by 
another  of  the  competing  laws.  Under  the  term  esseniiaJs 
may  be  classed  generally  every  thing  that  does  not  conm--. 
under  the  description  of  forms.  And  taking  them  in 
their  natural  order,  these  will  be : — 

(1)  The  construction  and  interpretation  of  the  actual 
words,  parol  or  written,  by  which  the  obligation  is  con- 
stituted. 

(2)  The  nature  and  effect  of  the  obligation  which  results 
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from  those  words,  properly  constraed  and  understood,  or  Past  m. 

which  is  implied  by  the  law  from  proved  or  admitted  facts,        .' 

without  the  use  of  any  language  at  alL  Cap,  vin. 

(3)  The  performance  of  the  contract  Contraet— 

(4)  The  defeasance  or  discharge  of  the  contract  other-  Cbnrtniotom. 
wise  than  by  performance. 

(1)  Comtrudum  and  InierpreUUion  of  Oontraeb. — The  GonBtmction 

.••  j«A  XX*  c  x_xi^*  of  contract 

construction  and  mterpretation  of  contracts,  being  no-  goyerned  by 
thing  more  than  the  exact  definition  of  what  the  parties  intention. 
meant  by  their  words  (and,  in  the  case  of  implied  contracts, 
it  might  perhaps  be  said,  by  their  silence),  appears  to 
depend  more  absolutely  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties 
than  any  other  branch  of  the  subject.  Now  in  those  cases 
where  the  contract  has  been  executed  in  a  foreign  country 
where  the  parties  to  it  are  domiciled,  there  can  obviously 
be  little  or  no  doubt.  The  lex  domidUi  is  also  that  of  the 
lod  cekbratianis,  and  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  the 
parties  intended  that  their  language  should  be  interpreted 
by  any  other  law  (a).  Inasmuch  as  intention  is  a  question 
of  fact,  it  is  no  doubt  conceivable  that  language  might  be 
used  in  such  a  contract  which  could  be  reasonably  ex- 
plained only  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance,  but 
it  is  diiBcult  to  see  how  such  a  question  of  interpretation 
could  arise  apart  from  that  of  performanoef  which  will 
require  separate  consideration*  Subject  to  this  reservation, 
it  may  be  fairly  assumed  that  when  a  contract  is  made 
abroad  in  the  country  of  the  domicil  of  the  parties  to  it,  an 
English  Court  will  interpret  its  language  by  that  law  (6). 
But  when  the  place  of  execution  and  the  domicil  of  the 
parties  are  different,  a  further  and  more  difficult  question 
arises,  nor  is  it  al  ways  easy  to  see  which  of  the  competing  laws 
should  gi?e  way.  On  this  point  the  language  of  Story,  in- 
deed, is  distinct  enough,  if  the  decisions  cited  by  him  in 
support  of  it  warranted  its  acceptation  without  reserve. 
'*  The  general  rule,  then,  is,  that  in  the  interpretation  of 

(a)  Anstruther  v.  Adair^  2  My.  &  E.  513,  516;  Tkurbum  v.  Steteard 
L  K  3  P  C  304 

(If)  Dela  Vega  v.  Vianna,  1  B.  &  Ad.  284 ;  Ckfod  v.  Good,  33  Btav.  314. 


302  FOBEIGN  AND  DOMESTIO  LAW. 

Part  m.  oontractfl,  the  law  and  custom  of  the  place  of  contract  are 
J^'  to  goyem  in  all  cases  where  the  language  is  not  directly 
Cap,  vm.  expressive  of  the  actoal  intention  of  the  parties,  bnt  is  to  be 
Contraat'-  tacitlj  inferred  from  the  natare  and  objects  and  occasion 
^^^'"f;;^^  of  the  contract.  The  rule  has  been  fiilly  recognised  in  the 
Ck>iiflict  of  Courts  of  common  law ;  and  it  has  been  directly  decided  by 
^  dmU^iu  *^P8®  Courts  that  the  interpretation  of  the  contract  must 
be  goTemed  by  the  laws  of  the  country  where  the  contract 
is  made.  And  the  rule  is  founded  in  wisdom,  sound  policy, 
and  general  convenience "  (a).  The  English  cases  cited 
in  support  of  this  proposition  are  Trimbey  v.  Vignier  (b), 
De  la  Vega  v.  Viantui  (0),  and  the  British  Linen  Company 
V.  Drvmmond  {d)y  but  none  of  them  lay  down  distinctly 
that,  in  cases  where  the  domicil  of  the  parties  and  the 
place  where  the  contract  was  made  differ,  an  English  Court 
will  interpret  the  language  of  the  contract  by  the  law  of 
the  latter  place  in  preference  to  all  others.  In  Trimbey 
V.  Vignier  it  is  no  doubt  said  by  Tindal,  C.J.,  that  the 
interpretation  of  the  contract  must  be  governed  by  the 
laws  of  the  country  where  the  contract  was  made  Qex  loci 
contractus)^  while  the  mode  of  suing  and  the  time  within 
which  the  action  must  be  brought  must  be  governed  by 
the  law  of  the  country  where  the  action  is  brought  {in 
ordinandis  fudiciis,  lod  consuetudOy  vhi  agitur).  It  b  plain, 
however,  first  that  the  conflict  of  law  here  referred  to  was 
the  conflict  between  the  lex  loci  contracts  and  the  lex  fori 
on  a  question  which  it  was  contended  was  one  of  pro- 
cedure ;  and  secondly,  inasmuch  as  the  point  there  decided 
was  that  the  effect  of  a  blank  indorsement  in  France  of  a 
note  made  in  that  country  must  be  decided  by  the  French 
law,  it  is  evident  that  the  question  was  not  one  of  the 
interpretation  of  language  at  all,  but  of  the  nature  and 
effect  of  the  obligation  which  the  language  created — a 
matter  which  belongs  properly  to  the  next  heading  of  the 
subject.  In  De  la  Vega  v.  Via/nna  the  question  was  also 
one  which  was  contended  to  belong  to  procedure  as  part 

(a)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  27A  (c)  1  B.  &  Ad.  284. 

(h)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  151.  (d)  10  B.  &  C.  903. 
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of  the  remedy,  and  was  so  held ;  and  in  addition  to  this.     Pact  ni. 

both  the  parties  were  obviously  domiciled  in  the  country        .' 

where  the  contract  was  made.  The  point  is  put  briefly  by  Cap,  vm. 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  who  says, ''  The  plaintiff  and  the  Cmtract-- 
defendant  were  both  foreigners ;  the  debt  was  contracted  ^^^^^''^^^<^- 
in  Portugal,  and  it  appears  that  by  the  law  of  that  country, 
the  defendant  would  not  haTO  been  liable  to  arrest*  .  .  • 
A  person  suing  in  this  country  must  take  the  law  as  he 
finds  it ;  he  cannot;  by  virtue  of  any  regulation  in  his  own 
country,  enjoy  greater  advantages  than  other  suitors  here, 
and  he  ought  not  therefore  to  be  deprived  of  any  superior 
advantage  which  the  law  of  this  country  may  confer  "  (a). 
It  is  quite  clear  that  this  decision  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  principles  on  which  the  language  of  a  foreign  contract 
is  to  be  interpreted,  and  it  has  been  cited  as  an  authority 
on  that  poiut  only  by  reason  of  a  dictum  quoted  in  it  of 
Heath,  J.,  in  Mdan  v.  Duke  of  Fitzjames  {b\  to  the  effect 
that  in  construing  contracts  the  Courts  must  be  governed 
by  the  laws  of  the  country  where  they  are  made.  That 
too,  however,  was  a  case  of  procedure,  in  which  the  lex 
fori  claimed  to  be  heard ;  and  the  same  observation  may 
be  made  as  to  Briiish  Linen  Company  v.  Drummond,  the 
third  case  on  which  Story  relies  for  his  proposition,  which 
turned  on  the  applicability  of  the  English  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations to  a  contract  made  abroad. 

The  truth  appears  to  be,  that  the  expression  *^  inter-  Contracts^ 
pretation  of  contracts  "  is  an  ambiguous  term,  in  the  sense  p^JJ.*^^ 
that  it  has  been  used  with  more  than  one  meaning.  Story 
apparently  employs  it,  as  it  was  in  fact  employed  in  one 
or  two  of  the  cases  just  cited,  as  comprising  the  general 
explanation  and  definition  of  the  agreement  which  has 
been  formulated  between  the  parties,  the  rights  arising 
out  of  it,  and  the  effect  of  the  relation  which  it  has  con* 
stituted.  It  will  be  obvious  that  the  construction  or  inter- 
pretation of  the  language  of  the  contract  will  be  iucluded 
in  the  phrase  so  used;  and  as  the  necessity  of  distin- 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  287,  288. 

(ft)  1  B.  &  P.  KJ8 ;  and  see  TaUeyrcmd  v.  Boulunger,  3  Vcs.  Jun.  447. 
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PABTin.    gnishing  the  part  from  the  whole  did  not  often  arise, 

authorities  on  one  point  were  accepted  as  equivalent  to 

Cap,  vm.    authorities  on  another.    That  Story  did  not  mean  to  lay 
Contraetf-   down  as  an  absolute  rule,  that  the  law  of  the  place  where 

a  contract  was  made  must  of  necessity  decide  all  questions 

which  may  arise  on  the  construction  of  its  language,  is 
plain  from  what  he  goes  on  to  add  to  the  language  quoted 
abova  **  Especially,  in  interpretbg  ambiguous  contracts, 
ought  the  domicil  of  the  parties,  the  place  of  execution, 
the  various  provisions  and  expressions  of  the  instrument, 
or  other  circumstances  implying  a  local  reference,  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  "  (a). 
Indicia  of  It  can  hardly  be  supposed,  therefore,  that  Story  did 

intend  on  this  question  to  advocate  any  imperative  rule  in 
favour  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  actually  exe- 
cuted ;  and  the  true  principle  is  no  doubt  more  accu- 
rately stated  by  Mr.  Westlake  (b).  The  Court  must  put 
a  meaning  upon  the  language  used  by  the  parties  to  a 
contract  in  aecordcmce  wUh  their  intmUum.  and  ambiguous 
words  will  be  construed  by  it  with  reference  to  the  law  of 
one  country  or  another,  according  as  all  theciroumstances 
of  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  and  all  its  terms  con- 
sidered as  a  whole,  make  that  intention  plain.  Among 
the  most  important  proofs  pointing  to  that  intention  will 
be  reckoned  the  place  of  the  celebration  of  the  contract, 
the  domicil  of  the  parties,  and,  in  certain  cases,  the  place 
of  intended  performance.  The  question  was  discussed  in 
1820  in  the  case  of  Lcmsdoum  v.  Lansdown  (0),  which 
came  before  the  House  of  Lords  on  appeal  from  the  Irish 
Court  of  Chancery,  the  point  being  whether  the  words 
*'  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain  "  in  a  marriage  settle- 
ment executed  in  England  by  parties  domiciled  there 
meant  lawful  money  at  the  rate  of  English  or  Irish  cur- 
rency, the  "  lawful  money "  issuing  as  a  rent-chai^e  out 
of  land  in  Ireland.  It  was  held,  on  the  whole  instru- 
ment, that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  that  the  money 

(a)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  27.  (6)  Priv.  Int  Law,  §  188. 

(c)  2  Bligb,  60. 
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should  be  paid  at  the  English  rate  of  currency,  notwith-     Pabt  nj. 

standing  the  local  situation  of  the  land.    ''  In  the  naked        

case  of  a  charge  upon  lands,"  said  Lord  Eldon,  "  the  law    Cap,  vm. 
is  clear  and  settled;  bat  upon  wills  and  instruments  of   Contracts-^ 
marriage  contract  all  the  cases  cited  aathorize  a  distinc-  ^'^^^^^ 
tion«    In  such  cases  the  intention  of  the  person  making 
the  will  (a),  and  of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  is  to  be 
collected  from  the  different  parts  of  the  instrument.  .  .  . 
In  this  case  there  are  throughout  the  settlement  charges  interpretation 
on  English  as  well  as  Irish  estates.    Can  it  be  said,  as  to  ^^  ^*^«*^®- 
any  of  these  charges,  that  a  different  sum  is  to  be  paid  to 
the  person  entitled,  according  to  the  site  of  the  estates  out 
of  which  the  money  is  drawn  ?    In  those  instances,  where 
Irish  estates  only  are  charged,  the  situation  and  conduct 
of  the  parties,  and  the  language  of  the  instrument  of 
cx>ntract,  shew  that  they  meant  English  currency  '*  (b). 
In  Kearney  y.  King  {o)  it  was  held  that  a  sum  of  money 
named  in  a  promissory  note  meant  a  sum  of  money  ac- 
cording to  the  currency  of  the  place  where  the  note  was 
made;  but  Story  points  out  (§  272)  that  in  this  case  the 
place  where  the  contract  was  made  is  also  presumed  to  be 
the  place  of  intended  performance  by  payment,  so  that 
there  is  a  double  indication  of  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
The  same  point  was  assumed  in  Spratde  v.  Legg  (d),  on 
the  authority  of  ^  the  last-mentioned  case. 

The  question  was  mooted  in  the  recent  case  of  Deni  y. 
Smith  (a)  under  the  following  circumstances.  The  plain- 
tiffs had  effected  an  insurance  with  the  defendants  on 
certain  specie  on  board  a  yessel  owned  and  registered  in 
England  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  policy,  for 
the  yoyage  from  London  to  Constantinople.  Before  the 
ship  sailed  she  was  sold  to  a  Bussian  company,  and  the 
requisite  formalities  to  effect  a  change  of  her  nationality 
accordingly  were  duly  complied  with.     She  sailed  under 

(a)  More  recent  decisions  however  have  established  the  lex  domieilii  aa 
the  sole  interpreter  of  a  will.     Vid.  ante,  p.  191. 

(6)  2  Bl.  88,  93.  Vid.  Phipps  v.  Anglesea,  5  Vin.  Ab.  2  '9 ;  1  P.  Wms. 
696.  (c)  2  B.  &  Aid.  301. 

(d)  1  B.  &  O.  16.  (e)  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  414. 
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Pabt  m.  the  Bnasian  flag,  and  was  stranded  near  Gallipoli  before 

^^'  reaching  her  destination.    The  specie  was  saved,  and  was 

Cap.  Yin.  taken  charge  of  by  the  nearest  Bossian  consul  until  the 


Contraets"  rights  of  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  cargo  should  be 
^^'^*"f[]JIf*'^^  adjusted  according  to  Russian  law,  which  prevailed  within 
Turkish  territory  as  to  Russian  subjects  and  Russian  pro- 
perty by  special  treaty  provisions  with  the  Porte.  The 
owners  of  the  specie,  in  order  to  regain  possession  of  it^ 
were  ultimately  compelled  to  pay  a  much  larger  sum, 
under  the  name  of  salvage  or  general  average,  than  would 
have  been  imposed  upon  them  if  the  loss  had  been  ad- 
justed according  to  English  law ;  and  the  question  was 
whether  this  was  a  loss  within  the  meaning  of  the  words 
of  the  policy  which  the  underwriters  were  compelled  to 
make  good.  It  was  assumed  in  the  course  of  the  axgd- 
ment  that  English  law,  as  the  lex  looi  edebraiiorUs^  must 
govern  the  interpretation  of  the  policy ;  and  Cookbum, 
C.J.,  expressed  his  assent  to  the  proposition  that  the 
English  law  must  govern,  though  not  expressly  to  the 
reason  given  (a).  The  decision  was  against  the  under- 
writers, apparently  on  the  g^und  that  whether  the  policy 
was  construed  by  English  law  or  not,  the  loss  was  one 
fairly  covered  by  its  provisions ;  but  with  respect  to  the 
question  of  the  alleged  right  of  the  English  law  to  prevail 
as  the  lex  loci  cdebraHonis,  it  should  be  observed  that  the 
vessel  was  English  when  the  policy  was  effected,  and  that 
if  her  nationality  had  not  been  changed,  the  English  law, 
instead  of  the  Russian,  would  have  regulated  the  rights 
of  the  parties  in  the  event  of  the  loss  which  happened ; 
so  that  the  opinion  expressed  by  Cockburn,  G.J.,  in  favour 
of  the  English  law  as  the  law  to  govern  the  interpretation 
of  the  policy,  may  be  referred  as  much  to  the  undoubted 
intention  of  the  parties  as  to  the  fact  that  the  contract 
was  made  in  England.  In  King  of  Spain  v.  Machado  (6), 
a  much  older  case,  it  appears  to  have  been  assumed  that 
any  instrument  executed  abroad  was  to  be  construed  ac- 
cording to  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  was  executed. 

(a)  L.  B.  4  Q.  B.  432,  445.  (6)  4  Bnss.  225,  239. 
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It  is  undeniabley  therefore,  that  although  io  theory  the    Pabt  hl 

place  of  execution  is  only  one  of  the  proo&  which  are        

admitted  to  shew  the  intention  of  the  parties^  never-  0^^-  ^^^ 
thelessy  with  regard  to  the  interpretation  and  construction  Contraeta-^ 
of  their  language,  it  is  difficult  to  find  any  case  in  which  ^*"*''"''*'^' 
the  testimony  furnished  by  it  has  not  been  held  condusiye. 
In  Oood  y.  Good  (a)  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  con* 
tracting  parties  was  called  in  by  Lord  Bomilly  to  construe 
the  language  used ;  but  in  that  case  the  English  law,  the 
law  of  the  domicil,  was  also  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  letter  containing  the  ambiguous  language  was  de- 
spatched, nor  were  the  reasons  giyen  for  the  preference  of 
that  particular  law  (which  was  also,  of  course,  the  lex  fori} 
very  clearly  expressed.  The  subject-matter  of  the  cor- 
respondence was  the  partition  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate  of  a  testator  in  Ghili ;  and  though  the  question 
whether  the  letters  amounted  to  a  binding  contract  was 
decided  in  the  manner  just  described,  the  decision  was 
apparently  arriyed  at  after  a  general  suryey  of  the  cir- 
cumstances, including  the  fact  that  part  of  the  property 
affected  was  land  situate  abroad* 

There  is  a  certain  analogy,  which  is  referred  to  by  interpretation 
Story  (6),  between  the  relation  of  the  local  law  to  a  con-  ^^J^L 
tract  celebrated  abroad,  and  that  of  the  local  custom  to  an  aneJogons  to 
agricultural  or  commercial  contract  entered  into  in  some  ^       ^' 
particular  part  of  England ;  but  it  is  only  an  analogy, 
and  must  not  be  pressed  too  far.    Local  custom  in  Eng- 
land may  be  regarded,  within  its  territorial  limits,  as  part 
of  the  common  law  by  adoption,  and  the  law,  in  following 
it,  merely  obeys  itself;  but  there  is  an  obyious  distinction 
between  this  principle,  and  that  which  requires  English  law 
io  accept  the  interpretation  and  explication  of  a  law  wholly 
foreign  to  itself.    The  latter  rule  can  only  be  defended,  on 
the  groxmd  that  it  is  the  English  law  that  eyery  man's  , 

lawfid  contract  shall  be  interpreted  by  reference  to  his  in- 
tention, and  on  the  farther  ground  that  a  man  who  con- 
tracts abroad  intends  that  the  interpretation  of  the  foreign 

(a)  33  Beav.  314.  (h)  Story,  §  270. 

X  2 
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Past  m.    law  shall  be  invoked.    The  rule  ia  not,  therefore,  an  abeo- 

lute  one,  and  will  be  exdaded  by  proof  that  the  intention 

Ciy.  vm.  did  110I;  in  fm^t  exist ;  while  the  rnle  that  English  contracts 
CoHtraeu^  are  to  be  constmed  with  reference  to  OTery  prored  local 
^**||^]||f^*^^  custom  is  imperative,  and  the  operation  of  the  custom  is 
only  exdnded  by  express  stipolation  to  that  effect^  or  by. 
something  in  the  contract  wholly  inconsistent  with  its 
admission  (a).  It  shonld  be  observed,  however,  that  cus- 
toms affecting  the  land,  as  those  relating  to  agricaltoral 
tenancy,  are  the  only  customs  that  can  strictly  be  called 
local ;  and  even  these  are  not  incorporated  with  the  con- 
tract as  essential  to  its  interpretation  because  the  wniraet 
is  made  in  a  particular  locality,  but  because  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract  is  there  situate.  A  lease  of  Eng- 
lish land  made  abroad  would  certainly  be  construed  with 
reference  to  the  agricultural  customs  of  the  country  where 
the  land  was  situated.  It  therefore  appears  hardly  justi- 
fiable to  cite  the  English  law  as  to  the  effect  of  agricul- 
tural customs  upon  contracts  as  an  authority  for  the 
proposition  that  the  true  interpretation  of  a  contract 
must  be  according  to  the  usage  of  the  country  where  it 
was  made  (&)•  And  the  custom  which  is  imported  into 
many  commercial  contracts,  which  have  no  relation  to 
the  soil,  is  not  the  custom  of  a  particular  locality  as  such, 
but  the  custom  of  a  particular  trade,  market,  profession, 
or  association  (e)  ;  in  which  case  its  operation  is  no  doubt 
admitted  wholly  on  the  ground  of  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  but  does  not  in  any  way  shew  that  the  law  of  the 
place  where  a  contract  is  made  has  of  its  own  nature  any 
claim  to  express  that  intention.  The  correct  view  was 
clearly  stated  by  Lord  Eingsdown  in  a  case  before  the 
Privy  Council  in  1859  (d).  "  When  evidence  of  the  usage 
of  a  particular  place  is  admitted,  to  add  to  or  in  any 

(a)  WiggUsworih  v.  Dallison,  Dougl.  201 ;  HiUton  v.  Warren,  1  M.  &  W. 
474  :  Myers  v.  Sari,  3  E.  &  E.  306. 
(6)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  270. 

(c)  Hutchinton  v.  Tatham,  L.  B.  8  C.  P.  482  ;  Sutton  v.  Taiham,  10  A- 
A  E.  27 ;  Sweeting  v.  Pearee,  30  L.  J.  C.  P.  109 ;  Hunfrey  v.  Dale,  E.  B.  & 
E  1004. 

(d)  Kirchner  v.  Ventu,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  361,  399. 


00NTBACT8.  809 

manner  affect  the  oonstniction  of  a  written  contract,  it  is  Pabt  m. 
admitted  only  on  the  ground  that  the  parties  who  made       ^^ 

the  contract  are  both  cognizant  of  the  usage,  and  must  be  ^^-  ^^' 


presumed  to  have  made  their  agreement  with  reference  to  CwUraet^ 
it.  But  no  such  presumption  can  arise  when  one  of  the  •^»«^«^- 
parties  is  ignorant  of  it."  The  analogy,  in  fact,  which 
exists  between  these  cases,  in  which  no  conflict  of  law 
arises,  and  cases  properly  belonging  to  the  domain  of 
private  international  law,  is  useful  only  as  establishing 
this  general  proposition,  that  all  contracts  are  to  be  inter- 
preted according  to  the  intention  of  the  contracting  par- 
ties, and  that  any  rules,  whether  of  local  or  commercial 
cnstom  or  foreign  law,  will  be  admitted  to  aid  in  the 
interpretation,  if  it  appears  that  they  were  in  the  mind 
and  intention  of  the  parties  when  the  contract  was  made. 

(2.)  Nature  cmd  Ineidenta  of  the  OUigatian  of  a  CSon-  Nature  and 
trad. — The  words  by  which  the  contract  was  entered  into  SSl^^J^^ 
having  been  rightly  interpreted  and  construed  by  the 
Courts  or  the  &cts  out  of  which  it  arose  having  been  duly 
proved,  and  it  being  established  that  the  formalities  of 
celebration  required  by  the  lex  lod  were  duly  complied 
with,  the  next  subject  for  inquiry  is  the  nature  of  the 
obligation  imposed.  What  is  the  law  which  is  to  measure 
and  define  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  to  the 
contract  ?  It  has  been  already  seen  that  with  regard  to 
the  contract  of  marriage.  Lord  Campbell  expressly  (in 
Brook  y.  Brooh  (a)  )  assigned  all  the  '^  essentials  "  of  the 
contract  to  the  lex  domicilii^  as  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  parties  to  the  marriage  contemplate  performing  the 
contract  by  residence.  But  it  has  been  pointed  out 
above  (b)  that  there  is  an  important  distinction  in  this 
respect  between  the  so-called  contract  of  marriage  and  a 
contract  in  the  strictly  legal  sense  of  the  term.  It  is  for 
the  interest  of  every  State,  and  therefore  for  the  interest 
of  States  in  general,  that  each  should  be  left  to  determine 
for  itself  the  exact  nature  of  that  which  its  domiciled 
subjects  call  marriage ;  and  it  is  not  in  anything  like  the 

(a)  9  H.  L.  C.  193,  207.  (6)  AnU,  p.  262. 
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Part  HL  same  degree  the  interest  of  ereiy  State  to  force  its  defini- 
_^  tion  of  the  word  upon  those  who,  without  residing  in  or 
Cap.  vui^  being  subject  to  it,  temporarily  invoke  its  assistance  and 
Contract^  anthority  to  celebrate  the  contract,  and  constitate  the 
Ineidttnii.  relation.  The  lex  domicilii,  therefore,  is  rightly  allowed 
to  decide  everything  that  relates  to  the  marriage  contract, 
except  the  forms  of  ceremonial ;  but  with  regard  to 
other  and  ordinary  contracts,  the  law  of  the  place  of  per- 
formance has  no  title  to  a  similar  privilege.  There  are 
no  analogous  reasons  of  expediency  and  morality  for  per* 
mitting  its  supremacy  in  a  contract,  for  example,  of  ordi- 
nary partnership ;  and  the  local  law  of  a  foreign  country 
may  rightly  claim  to  say  what  shall  be  a  sufficient  cause 
to  divorce  the  wife  of  one  of  its  domiciled  citizens,  without 
thereby  asserting  its  right  to  regulate  the  liabilities,  inter 
9e,  of  those  merchants  trading  in  it  who  entered  into  their 
contract  of  partnership  in  England.  Accordingly,  the 
general  principle,  to  which  we  have  seen  that  the  contract 
of  marriage  is  an  exception,  has  met  with  almost  universal 
acceptation ;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  vinenium  or  legal  tie, 
which  results  from  a  contract,  is  dependent  solely  upon 
the  law  by  which  the  parties  intended  that  it  should  be 
constituted.  And  here  the  distinction  indicated  by  Sir 
B.  Phillimore,  in  The  Pairia  (a),  may  be  usefully  referred 
to.  All  contracting  parties  do  expressly  contemplate  one 
thing,  i.e.,  the  performance  of  the  contract.  But  the  obli- 
gation which  is  created  between  them  does  in  many  cases, 
and  may  in  all,  involve  certain  consequences  which  were 
not  as  a  matter  of  fact  within  their  contemplation.  Acci- 
dents which  were  unforeseen,  as  well  as  events  foreseen 
but  misunderstood,  frequently  bring  about  a  state  of 
things  which  the  parties  did  not  think  of  providing  for ; 
and  it  becomes  absolutely  necessary,  in  order  to  ascertain 
their  respective  rights  and  liabilities,  to  inquire  by  what 
law  the  nature  and  incidents  of  the  obligation  are  deter- 
mined. In  other  words,  to  what  law  must  tlie  parties  be 
assumed  to  have  submitted  themselves?  what  law  must 

(a)  L.  R.  3  A.  &  E.  462. 
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they  be  aMomed  to  have  had  in  their  minds  when  they    Pabt  ni. 
contracted  ?    It  is  obvious  that  there  may  be  a  distinc-        J^ 
tion  between   the    considerations    applicable  to  events    Cap.  vnL 
not  contemplated  by  the  contract^  and  those  applicable    Contract-' 
to  events  not  only  contemplated  bnt  expressly  provided    '^^"^^^' 
for.    It  is  proposed  to  treat  of  the  first  branch  of  the 
subject  nnder  the  present  heading,  and  to  defer  the 
latter  until  the  proper  place  for  considering  the  question 
of  performance. 

With  regard,  then,  to  the  nature  of  the  obligation  Law  of  oon- 
itself,  and  to  the  incidents  which  arise  in  the  course  of  ^ntenti"u^ 
its  development,  there  must  be  some  one  law  which  the  of  parties. 
parties  intended  to  be  referred  to,  should  necessity  arise. 
This  law  is  determined  in  different  cases  by  different  con- 
siderations, bnt  the  rule  most  generally  adopted  un- 
doubtedly is,  that  the  law  of  the  place  where  a  contract 
is  made  must  govern  the  relation  which  arises  out  of  it. 
This  is  not  the  rule,  however,  because  of  any  inherent 
right  or  obligatory  force  in  that  law,  but  because  that  is 
the  law  to  which  the  intention  of  the  parties  must  primA 
facie  be  supposed  to  have  looked.  Thus,  in  the  Peninsular 
a/nd  Oriented  Steam  Company  y.  Shaaul  (a),  where  the  con* 
tract  was  made  in  England  for  the  carriage  of  a  passenger 
with  luggage  from  Southampton  to  the  Mauritius,  and  it 
was  contended  that  the  liability  of  the  carriers  was  governed 
by  the  French  law  in  force  there,  it  was  said  by  Turner^  L.  J., 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Cooncil,  ^'  The 
general  nde  is  that  the  law  of  the  country  where  a  con- 
tract is  made  governs  as  to  the  nature,  the  obligation,  and 
the  interpretation  of  it.  The  parties  to  a  contract  are 
either  the  subjects  of  the  power  there  ruling,  or  as  tem- 
porary residents  owe  it  a  temporary  allegiance ;  in  either 
case  equally  they  must  be  understood  to  submit  to  the 
law  there  prevailing,  and  to  agree  to  its  action  upon  their 
contract  .  •  •  Their  Lordships  are  speaking  of  the  general 
rule ;  there  are,  no  doubt,  exceptions  and  limitations  on 
its  applicability,  but  the  present  case  is  not  affected  by 

(a)  3  Moo.  P.  0.  N.8.  272. 
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PiBT  in.    theee."    The  natare  of  these  exceptions  and  limitations  is 

indicated  more  clearly  in  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer 

Cap.  vnr.    Chamber  in  Uoyd  v.  Ouibert  (a).   **  It  is  generally  agreed 
Contract^    that  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is  made  is 
IneidenU,    prima  fade  that  which  the  parties  intended,  or  ought  to 
Lex  loci         be  presumed  to  have  adopted,  as  the  footing  upon  which 
primd/acU     ^^^7  d^^t,  and  that  such  law  ought  to  prevail  in  the 
the  governing  absence  of  cifcumstauces  indicating  a  different  intention* 
As  for  instance,  that  the  contract  is  to  be  performed  else- 
where, or  that  the  subject-matter  is  immovable  property 
situate  in  another  country,  and  so  forth;   which  latter, 
though  sometimes  treated  as  distinct  rules,  appear  more 
properly  to  be  classed  as  exceptions  to  the  more  general 
ones,  by  reason  of  the   circumstances  indicating  an  in- 
tention to  be  bound  by  a  law  different  from  the  plaoe 
where  the  contract  is  made."    It  ip,  of  course,  unimportant 
^vhetber  these  cases  for  the  application  of  a  different  law 
are  to  be  regarded  as  exceptions  to  the  'general  rule  in 
favour  of  the  lex  loci  eowtraetus  celebraiioni$^  or  as  applica* 
tions  of  a  distinct  principle  in  favour  of  the  law  of  the 
plaoe  of  performance.    Both  rules  are  consequences  of  the 
one  primary  principle,  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  is 
to  be  followed  in  all  matters  with  which  it  has  a  right  to 
deal.     That  this  primary  principle  is  more  especially 
applicable  to  incidents  of  the  obligation  which  were  not 
contemplated  or  provided  for  by  the  parties,  is  well  shewn 
by  another  passage  £rom  the  same  judgment.     '^  In  deter- 
mining a  question  between  contracting  parties,  recourse 
must  first  be  had  to  the  language  of  the  contract  itself; 
and  (force,  fraud,  and  mistake  apart)  the  true  construction 
of  the  language  of  the  contract  is  the  touchstone  of  legal 
right.    It  often  happens,  however,  that  disputes  arisen  not 
as  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  but  as  to  their  application 
to  unforeseen  questions,  which  arise  incidentally  or  acci- 
dentally in  the  course  of  performance,  and  which  the 
contract  does  not  answer  in  terms,  yet  which  are  within 
the  sphere  of  the  relation  established  thereby,  and  cannot 

(a)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  115, 122. 
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be  decided  as  between  strangers.     In  such  cases  it  is    Pi^TliL 

necessary  to  consider  by  what  general  law  the  parties        

intended  that  the  transaction  should  be  governed,  or    Cap.VIIL 
rather  to  what  general  law  it  is  just  to  presume  that  they    Cantraet— 
have  submitted  themselves  in  the  matter.    A  familiar    ^"^^*'- 
illustration  of  this  will  be  found  in  the  rule^  that  the  law- 
ful usages  of  a  market  are  as  much  part  of  a  contract 
entered  into  there,  which  does  not  expressly  exclnde  them, 
as  if  they  were  set  down  at  large.    The  binding  force  of 
such  usages  does  not  depend  so  much  upon  the  knowledge 
of  the  parties  as  upon  implied  acquiescence  ;  for  whoso  goes 
to  Borne  mitsi  do  as  those  aJt  BoTne  do.    So,  in  the  absence 
of  express  provision  or  special   usage,  the  general  law 
itself,  in  many  points  of  view  only  a  more  extended  usage, 
supplies  the  gaps  which  the  parties  have  left,  and  in  doing 
so  sometimes  modifies  the  construction  of  general  words 
in  the  contract." 

So  far  as  unforeseen  incidents  of  the  obligation  are  Exceptions  of 
concerned,  the  principle  appears  plain  enough ;  and  it  is  J^^^^onif. 
clear  that  the  law  will  generally  have  to  supply  the 
defective  intention  of  the  parties  by  presuming  some  law 
to  have  been  intended  generally;  but  accepting  it  as  a 
general  rule  that  contracts  are  governed,  in  the  develop- 
ment of  their  incidents  subsequent  to  the  making,  by  the 
law  of  the  place  of  celebration,  it  must  be  remembered 
that  is  a  rule  peculiarly  open  to  exceptions.    The  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  is  the  crucial  test^  and  in  contracts  of  Cbntraots  of 
affreightment,  for  example,  it  has  been  decided  that  the  *™*^  *™®^** 
intention  of  the  parties  is  to  submit  themselves  to  the 
law  of  the  ship's  flag,  so  far,  at  least,  as  sea  damage  and 
its  incidents  are  concerned.    The  principle  seems,  indeed, 
applicable  to  all  unforeseen  incidents  of  the  obligation 
save  those  which  arise  out  of  performance.     Uoyd  v. 
Qmbert  (a)  was  a  case  in  ^hich  the  contract  of  affreight- 
ment was  a  charterparty  entered  into  at  St  Thomas,  a 
Danish  West  India  island,  between  a  British  subject  as 
charterer  and  the  master,  acting  for  the  French  ship- 

(a)  L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  116. 
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PiBT  nL    ownergy  of  a  yessei  then  at  St  Thomas,  for  a  voyage  from 

;       St.  Maro  in  Hayti  to  Havre,  London,  or  Liverpool  (ulti- 

Oaf.  Yin,  mately  the  latter),  at  the  charterer's  option.  On  the 
CoiUroet-^  voyago  to  Liverpool  the  ship  had  to  pot  into  a  Portugoese 
port  for  repair,  and  the  captain  there  gave  a  bottomry 
bond  upon  the  ship,  freight,  and  cargo.  On  the  ship's 
arrival  at  Liverpool,  the  holder  of  the  bond  sued  apon  it 
in  the  Court  of  Admiralty.  The  ship  and  freight  were 
insufficient  to  satisfy  the  bond ;  and  the  deficiency  with 
costs  fell  on  the  plaintiff  as  owner  of  the  cargo,  for  which 
he  sought  indemnity  against  the  defendants,  the  French 
shipowners.  By  the  law  of  France,  abandonment  of  the 
ship  and  freight  absolved  the  defendants  from  all  further 
liability  on  the  contract  of  the  master,  and  they  had  in 
fact  so  abandoned  the  ship  and  freight  to  the  plaintiff  as 
owner  of  the  cargo.  By  the  English  law,  they  would  have 
been  liable  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  of  such  abandonment  It  was  contended  for  the 
plaintiff  that  the  dedsion  ought  to  proceed  either  (i)  upon 
what  was  called  the  ^  general  maritime  law,"  as  regulating 
all  maritime  transactions  between  persons  of  different 
nationalities  at  sea ;  (ii.)  upcn  the  Danish  law,  as  the  Uor 
loci  cdebratioMs,  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract 
was  made ;  (iii.)  upon  the  Portuguese  law,  as  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  bottomry  bond  was  given  (though  it 
is  difficult  to  see  how  this  could  have  been  called  in  to 
regulate  the  rights  of  the  parties  on  a  contract  made 
before  the  ship  came  into  a  Portuguese  port,  and  without 
any  expectation  of  her  doing  so) ;  or  (iv.)  the  English  law, 
as  being  that  of  the  place  of  final  performance  by  the 
delivery  of  the  cargo,  the  lex  loei  tclvHonis.  By  all  these 
laws  the  liability  of  the  defendants  was  established.  The 
French  law  alone  was  relied  on  on  behalf  of  the  defen- 
dants ;  and  it  was  contended  that  this  law  must  be  applied 
either  because  the  character  of  the  transaction  itself 
shewed  that  the  plaintiff  impliedly  submitted  his  goods 
to  the  operation  of  the  law  of  the  ship,  and  therefore  con* 
tracted  with  reference  to  it ;  or  else  upon  the  ground 
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that  the  master,  who  entered  into  the  contract  (although    p^bt  m. 
in  doing  so  he  acted  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  ^^' 

from  the  owners),  was  disabled  by  the  French  law  from  Gap.  vm. 
binding  his  owners,  otherwise  than  with  the  exceptioD,  c&ntraet^ 
ezpreeaed  or  implied,  of  exemption  from  liability  after  •'»«*^»*»- 
abandonment,  and  that  the  French  flag  was  sufficient 
notice  of  such  disability.  It  was  held  that  the  parties 
must,  under  the  circumstances,  be  taken  to  have  con- 
tracted with  reference  to  the  law  of  France,  and  not  to 
that  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made  (the 
Danish),  or  to  the  law  of  England  as  the  place  of  per- 
formance. The  general  rule  was  laid  down  by  Willes,  J., 
that  where  the  contract  of  aflreightment  does  not  provide 
otherwise,  then  as  between  the  parties  to  such  contract, 
in  respect  of  sea  damage  and  its  incidents,  the  law  of  the 
ship  must  govern ;  and  it  was  said  that  this  rule  was  not 
only  in  accordance  with  the  probable  intention  of  the 
parties,  but  also  most  consistent,  intelligible,  and  con- 
venient to  those  engaged  in  commerce.  The  judgment  of 
the  Exchequer  Chamber,  delivered  by  Willes,  J.,  after 
laying  down  the  general  rule,  that  the  question  is  in  such 
cases  by  what  law  the  parties  intended  that  the  trans- 
action should  be  governed,  or  rather  to  what  law  it  is  just 
to  presume  that  they  submitted  themselves,  proceeded  as 
follows : — 

"  In  the  diversity  or  conflict  of  laws,  which  ought  to  JadgmoDt  in 
prevail,  is  a  question  that  has  called  forth  an  amazing  ^l^^^rt. 
amount  of  ingenuity  and  many  difierences  of  opinion.  It 
is,  however,  generally  agreed  that  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  contract  is  made,  is  primd  facie  that  which 
the  parties  intended,  or  onght  to  be  presumed  to  have 
adopted,  as  the  footing  upon  which  they  dealt,  and  that 
such  law  ought  therefore  to  prevail  in  the  absence  of 
circumstances  indicating  a  different  intention,  as  for  in- 
stance, that  the  contract  is  to  be  entirely  performed  else- 
where, or  that  the  subject-matter  is  immovable  property 
situate  in  another  country,  and  so  forth;  which  latter, 
though  sometimes  treated  as  distinct  rules,  appear  more 
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Past  m.    properly  to  be  classed  as  exceptions  to  the  more  general 
_^       one,  by  reason  of  the  circamstanoes  indicatiDg  an  inten- 
Cap,  vni.    tion  to  be  bound  by  a  law  different  from  that  of  the  place 
ChfUmet—    where  the  contract  is  made;  which  intention  is  inferred 
Incidenu    £^jj^  ^jj^  snbject-matter  and  from  the  sorronnding  circum- 
stances, so  far  as  they  are  relevant  to  construe  and  deter- 
mine the  character  of  the  contract. 

**  The  present  question  does  not  appear  to  have  eyer  been 
decided  in  this  country,  and  in  America  it  has  received 
opposite  decisions  equally  entitled  to  respect  (a).  We 
must  therefore  deal  with  it  as  a  new  question,  and 
endeavour  to  be  guided  in  its  solution  by  a  ste^y  appli- 
cation of  the  general  principle  already  stated,  viz.,  that 
the  rights  of  the  parties  to  a  contract  are  to  be  judged  of 
by  that  law  by  which  they  intended,  or  rather  by  which 
they  may  justly  be  presumed  to  have  bound  themselves. 

**  We  must  apply  this  test  successively  to  the  various 
laws  which  have  been  suggested  as  applicable ;  and  first 
to  the  alleged  general  maritime  law. 

^^  We  can  understand  this  term  in  the  sense  of  the  gene- 
ral maritime  law,  as  administered  in  the  English  Courts, 
that  being  in  truth  nothing  more  than  English  law,  though 
dealt  out  in  somewhat  different  mteasures  in  the  Common 
Law  and  Chancery  Conrts  and  in  the  peculiar  jurisdiction 
of  the  Adniiralty ;  but  as  to  any  other  general  maritime 
law  by  which  we  ought  to  adjudicate  upon  the  rights  of  a 
subject  of  a  country  which  by  the  hypothesis  does  not  re- 
cognise its  alleged  rule,  we  were  not  informed  what  may 
be  its  authority,  its  limits,  or  its  sanction.  Passing  over 
the  oonunon  ground  of  ethics  and  the  elementary  ideas  of 
natural  law  {fus  gentium)  such  as  the  rights  of  prior  occu- 
pancy and  self-preservation,  the  privileges  and  exemption 
of  necessity,  the  common  duties  of  humanity,  of  more  or 
less  perfect  obligation,  the  idea  of  property,  including  the 
obligation  of  contracts,  and  those  obligations  for  the  most 
part  conventional  upon  which  is  based  the  modem  system 

(a)  Arayo  v.  Currell,  1  Louis.  Rep.  528 ;  Pope  ▼.  Nickerson,  3  Story,  Rep. 
4e5. 
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of  international  law  (jus  inter  gentes)  :  inasmuch  as  these    Pabt  m. 

supply  no  precise  rule  for  the  matter  in  hand — ^it  would        

he  difficult  to  maintain  that  there  is,  as  to  such  questions    Cap,  vni. 
as  the  present,  depending  in  a  great  measure  upon  national    Contraei-' 
policy  and  economy,  any  general  in  the  sense  of  universal 
law,  binding  at  sea,  any  more  than  upon  land,  nations 
which  either  have  not  assented  or  have  withdrawn  their 
assent  thereto. 

^'Moreorer  we  are  not  satisfied  that  there  is  any  such 
general  concurrence  of  mankind,  that  shipowners  should 
be  absolutely  answerable  personally  for  the  acts  of  the 
master.  Pothier  {swr  la  Oharte-partie^  part  1,  No.  34)  was 
cited  in  the  affirmatiye,  and  Emerigon  {Oontrai  a  la  grosse, 
c.  4,  8. 11)  upon  the  negative  rule.  Pothier,  founding  his 
interpretation  upon  the  civil  law  de  eosereitorid  aetione 
(see  Vaiin  8ur  FOrdonnanee,  liv.  2,  tit.  8,  art.  2),  thought 
that  the  clause  of  the  celebrated  Ordonnance  de  la 
Marine  of  1681  (Hy.  2,  tit.  8,  art  2),  from  which  Art. 
216  of  the  Code  de  Oommerce  was  taken,  applied  only  to 
illicit  acts  of  the  master,  and  that  upon  his  contracts  the 
owner  was  liable  and  could  not  get  rid  of  liability  by  aban- 
donment. Emerigon  on  the  other  hand,  founding  his 
opinion  upon  the  general  rule  of  maritime  law  as  he  under- 
stood  it,  thought  that  from  liability  for  all  acts  of  the 
master,  whether  licit  or  illicit,  including  contracts,  the 
owner  could  free  himself  by  abandonment.  The  juris- 
prudence of  the  Court  of  Cassation  leant  towards  the 
opinion  of  Pothier,  and  that  led  in  1841  to  the  modifica- 
tion of  Art  216  to  its  present  shape,  by  which,  according 
to  the  statement  of  the  learned  annotator  in  8iret/*8  Code 
de  Oommeree  annoU,  by  Gilbert,  note  18  upon  Art.  216, 
the  opinion  of  Emerigon  is  now  established  in  France. 
To  this  may  be  added  that  similar,  though  not  identical 
provisions,  for  the  protection  of  the  owner  are  to  be  found 
in  other  Codes,  for  instance,  that  of  Spain  (Codigo  de 
Camerdo,  Art.  621, 622)  and  Prussia  (AUgemeines  Deutschee 
HandeU-g^tzbuch,  Art.  451,  452,  453,  and  the  following). 

"  This  is  sufficient  to  shew  that  there  is  no  general 
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Part  iil    uniform  role  in  maritime  law  upon  the  subject ;  indeed, 

,^       looking  at  home,  there  seems  little  if  any  difference  in 

Cap>  viil    principle  between  the  French  law  under  consideration  and 

Contract—   our  own  Statutory  provisions  for  limited  liability  in  respect 

Incidents,    ^£  obligations  by  reason  of  collision,  which  latter  have  now 

by  express  enactment  been  extended  to  collision  between 

British  and  foreign  vessels  (25  &  26  Vict  c  63,  &  54, 

The  Amalia  (a)  ). 

^*  In  truth,  any  general,  much  more  any  universal  mari- 
time law,  binding  upon  all  nations  using  the  highway  of 
the  sea  in  time  of  peace,  except  when  limited  as  adminis- 
tered in  some  Court  is  easier  longed  for  than  found. 
Accordingly,  we  observe  that  both  the  very  learned  Judge 
of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  and  the  Judicial  Committee  of 
the  Privy  Council,  in  deciding,  in  the  case  of  The  Ham- 
burg {Durankf  v.  Hart  (h)  )  that  the  validity  of  a  bottomry 
bond  given  in  a  foreign  port  was  to  be  determined  by  the 
general  maritime  law,  and  not  by  the  law  of  the  ship  or 
the  port  where  the  bond  was  given,  added  to  the  expres- 
sion Uhe  general  maritime  law,'  this  qualification,  viz., 
'  as  administered  in  England.'  That  case  was  cited  as 
an  authority,  and  at  first  sight  it  appeared  to  be  one  for 
applying  English  law  to  the  present  case,  but  upon  con- 
sideration it  appears  altogether  distinguishable.  The 
alleged  agency  of  the  master  in  that  case  was  founded 
upon  necessity  alone,  and  it  was  incumbent  upon  the 
bondholder  to  establish  such  necessity  by  evidence ;  and 
in  order  to  do  that  he  was  bound  (according  to  the  rule 
prevailing  since  the  case  of  The  Bonaparte  (e)  )  to  shew  a 
communication  with  the  owner  of  the  cargo,  that  being,  as 
the  Court  held,  reasonably  practicable.  So  that  the  lesR 
fori  was  undoubtedly  supreme  upon  the  question  which 
then  arose,  it  being  one  of  evidence  and  procedure.  Had 
.  the  decision  been  intended  to  go  further,  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  would  probably  have  con- 

(a)  1  Moo.  P.  C.  N.S.  471 ;  32  L.  J.  V.  &  A.  191. 
(?>)  2  Moo.  P.  G.  N.S.  289 ;  33  L.  J.  P.  &  A.  116. 
(r)  8  Moo.  P.  C.  469. 
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sidered  and  compared  the  case  of  OammeU  v.  Sewdl  (a),    Pabt  m. 

and  pointed  out  the  distinction  in  this  respect  between  a        

hypothecation  in  case  of  necessity,  and  a  sale  in  case  of    Oap.  vni. 
necessity^  which,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  majority    Cantraa— 
of  the  Court  in  OwmmeU  v.  SeweH,  against  the  opinion  of    ^***^*^'^' 
ByleSy  J.,  depends  for  its  validity  upon  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  sale  was  made,  and  not  the  general  mari- 
time law  as  administered  in  England ;  upon  which,  how- 
ever, we  offer  no  opinion. 

**  In  one  other  point  of  view  the  general  maritime  law  as 
administered  in  England  or  (to  avoid  periphrasis)  the  law 
of  England,  viz.,  as  the  law  of  the  contemplated  place  of 
final  performance  or  port  of  discharge,  remains  to  be  con- 
sidered. It  is  manifest,  however,  that  what  was  to  be 
done  at  Liverpool  (besides  that  it  might  at  the  charterer's 
option  have  been  done  at  Havre)  was  but  a  small  portion 
of  the  entire  service  to  be  rendered,  and  that  the  character 
of  the  contract  cannot  be  determined  thereby.  It  is  true 
that  as  to  the  mode  of  delivery,  the  usages  of  Liverpool 
would  govern,  as  those  of  Algiers  did  in  Boberison  v.  Jack* 
son  (2»),  and  as  in  the  mode  of  taking  on  board  the  cargo 
the  usage  of  the  port  of  loading  would  be  regarded  (see 
Hudson  V.  Clemenison  (c),  and  the  custom  set  out  in  the 
pleadings  in  OaUomo  v.  AdatM  ((2),  which  custom  was 
proved  at  the  trial  at  Guildhall  sittings  after  Michaelmas 
term,  1862,  and  made  an  end  of  the  case).  And  in  this 
point  of  view  it  seems  impossible  to  exclude  the  law  of 
England,  or  even  that  of  Hayti,  from  relevancy  in  respect 
of  the  manner  of  performing  that  portion  of  the  service 
contracted  for  which  was  to  be  rendered  in  their  respective 
territories;  because  the  ship  must  needs,  for  the  time 
being,  conform  to  the  usages  of  the  port  where  she  is,  and 
for  a  like  reason  the  adjustment  of  a  general  average  at 
the  port  of  discharge,  according  to  the  law  prevailing  tlierei 
is  binding  upon  the  shipowner  and  the  merchant,  who  must 

(o)  5  H.  &  N.  728 ;  29  L.  J.  Ex.  350. 
(6)  2  C.  B.  412. 

(c)  18  C.  B.  213 ;  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  234. 

(d)  12  C.  B.  N.8.  560. 
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Past  iil    be  taken  to  have  assented  to  adjastment  being  made  at 
J^      the  usual  and  proper  plaoe,  and  as  a  consequence  according 

0^.  VIIL   to  the  law  of  that  place  {Simonds  v.  White  (a)  ). 

Ckmtraei^       "  It  is  Unnecessary,  howeyer,  to  discuss  this  point  further, 

Jnoidetua.  [)ecause  WO  have  been  anticipated  and  the  question  set  at 
rest  in  an  instructiye  judgment  of  the  Judicial  Committee, 
delivered  hj  the  Lord  Justice  Turner,  since  the  argument 
of  the  present  case  in  that  of  the  Peninstdar  and  Oriental 
Company  v.  Shand  (b),  where  a  passenger  in  an  English 
vessel  from  Southampton  to  Mauritius,  where  French  law 
prevails,  sued  the  shipowners  for  the  loss  of  his  laggage 
upon  an  alleged  liability  by  the  French  law,  from  which 
liability  the  shipowner  was  exempt  by  the  English  law ; 
and  the  passenger  obtained  judgment  in  his  favour  in  the 
Mauritius  Court,  which  judgment  was  reversed  upon  appeal 
by  the  Judicial  Committee,  their  Lordships  holding  that 
the  law  of  England  governed  the  case. 

''  Next,  as  to  the  law  of  Portugal :  the  only  semblance  of 
authority  for  resorting  to  that  law,  as  being  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  bottomry  bond  was  given,  is  the  case 
already  referred  to  of  Catnmdl  v.  8ewdl  (c),  and  we  consider 
that  the  judgment  in  that  case,  if  applicable  at  all,  as  to 
which  we  say  nothing,  could  only  affect  the  validity  of  the 
bottomry,  and  not  the  duties  imposed  upon  the  shipowner 
towards  the  merchant  by  the  fact  of  the  bottomry^  which 
duties  must  be  traced  to  the  contract  of  affireightment  and 
the  bailment  founded  thereupon. 

*'  The  law  of  Hayti  was  not  mentioned  nor  relied  upon  in 
argument,  and  there  remain  only  to  be  considered  the 
laws  of  Denmark  and  of  France,  between  which  we  must 
choose. 

'^  In  favour  of  the  law  of  Denmark  there  is  the  cardinal 
fact  that  the  contract  was  made  within  Danish  territory, 
and  further  that  the  first  act  done  towards  performance 
was  weighing  anchor  in  a  Danish  port 

**For  the  law  of  France,  on  the  other  hand,  many  practical 

(a)  4  B.  &  C.  805.  (6)  3  Moo.  P.  C.  N.8,  272. 

(c)  5  H.  &  N.  728 ;  25  L.  J.  Ex.  350. 
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considerations  may  be  suggested ;  and  fiist^  the  subject-    PAin>  in. 

matter  of  the  contract,  the  employment  of  a  seagoing        

vessel  for  a  service,  the  greater  and  more  onerous  part  of    0^-  "yni. 
which  was  to  be  rendered  upon  the  high  seas,  where  for    Cwbrfustr^ 
all  purposes  of  jurisdiction,  criminal  or  civil,  with  respect    '^''^!^f^ 
to  all  persons,  things,  and  transactions  on  board,  she  was 
as  it  were  a  floating  island,  over  which  France  had  as 
absolute  and,  for  all  purposes  of  peace,  as  exclusive  a 
sovereignty  as  over  her  dominions  by  land ;  and  which, 
even  whilst  in  a  foreign  port,  according  to  notions  of  juris- 
diction adopted  by  this  country  (18  &  19  Vict  c.  91,  s.  21 ; 
24  &  25  Vict.  c.  9 1,  s.  9)  and  carried  to  a  greater  length 
abroad  {Ortolan,  Biphmatie  de  la  Mer,  a  xiii.,  the  work  of 
a  French  naval  o£Scer,  but  of  which  a  jurist  might  well 
be  proud),  was  never  completely  removed  from  French 
jurisdiction. 

^  Further,  it  must  be  remembered  that  although  bills  of 
lading  are  ordinarily  given  at  the  port  of  loading,  charter- 
parties  are  often  made  elsewhere,  and  it  seems  strange  and 
unlikely  to  have  been  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties,  that  their  rights  or  liabilities  in  respect  of  the 
identical  voyage  should  vary,  first,  according  as  the  vessel 
was  taken  up  at  the  port  of  loading  or  not,  and  secondly, 
if  she  were  taken  up  elsewhere,  according  to  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  charterparty  was  made  or  even  ratified. 
If  a  Frenchman  had  chartered  the  Olivier  upon  the  same 
terms  as  the  plaintiff  did,  it  would  seem  strange  if  he 
could  appeal  to  Danish  law  against  his  own  countrymen, 
because  of  the  charterparty  being  made  or  ratified  in  a 
Danish  port,  though  for  a  service  to  be  rendered  else- 
where, by  a  transient  visitor,  for  the  most  part  within 
French  jurisdiction. 

**  Moreover,  there  are  many  ports  which  have  few  or  no 
seagoing  vessels  of  their  own,  and  no  fixed  maritime  juris- 
prudence, and  which  yet  supply  valuable  cargoes  to  the 
ships  of  other  countries.  Take  Alexandria,  for  instance, 
with  her  mixed  population,  and  her  maritime  commerce 
almost  in  the  hands  of  strangers.    Is  every  vessel  that 

Y 
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PiBt  in.    leaves  Alexandria  with  grain  under  a  charterparty  or  bill 

^"*       of  lading  made  there,  and  every  passenger  vessel  leaving 

Gap.  viii.    Alexandria  or  Sues,  be  she  English,  Austrian,  or  French, 

CofUraet—   sabject  to  Egyptian  law?    As  to  not  a  few  half-savage 

ineideiUM,    p\g^c^  in  AMca  and  Asia,  with  neither  seagoing  ships 

nor  maritime  laws,  a  similar  question  arises — what  is 

the  law  in  such  cases,  or  is  there  none,  except  that  of 

the  Omrt  within  whose  jurisdiction  the  litigation  first 

arises? 

**  Again,  it  may  be  asked,  does  a  ship  which  visits  many 
ports  in  one  voyage,  whilst  she  undoubtedly  retains  the 
criminal  law  of  her  own  country,  put  on  a  new  sort  of  civil 
liability  at  each  new  country  she  visits  in  respect  of  cargo 
there  taken  on  board?  An  English  steamer,  for  instance, 
starts  from  Southampton  for  Gibraltar,  calling  at  Vigo, 
Lisbon,  and  Cadiz.  A  Portuguese  going  in  her  from 
Southampton  to  Vigo  would  naturally  expect  to  sail  suli- 
ject  in  all  respects  to  English  law,  that  being  the  law  of 
the  place  and  the  ship.  But  if  the  locality  of  the  con- 
tract is  to  govern  throughout,  an  Englishman  going  from 
Vigo  to  Lisbon  on  the  same  voyage  would  be  under  Eng- 
lish law  as  to  crimes  and  all  obligations  not  connected 
with  the  contract  of  carriage,  but  under  Spanish  law  as  to 
the  contract  of  carriage;  and  a  Spaniard,  going  from 
Lisbon  to  Cadiz  during  the  same  voyage,  would  enjoy 
Portuguese  law  as  to  his  carriage,  and  be  subject  to 
ED<>li8h  law  in  other  respects.  The  cases  which  we  have 
thus  put  are  not  extreme  nor  exceptional;  on  the  con- 
trary, they  are  such  as  would  ordinarily  give  rise  to  the 
question,  which  law  is  to  prevail?  The  inconvenience 
and  even  absurdities  which  would  follow  from  adopting 
the  law  of  the  place  of  contract  in  preference  to  that  of 
the  vessel,  are  strong  to  prove  that  the  latter  ought  to  be 
resorted  to. 

'*^No  inconvenience  comparable  to  that  which  would 
attend  an  opposite  decision  has  been  suggested.  The 
ignorance  of  French  law  on  the  part  of  the  charterer  is 
no  more  than  many  Englishmen  contracting  in  England 
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with  respect  to  English  matters  might  plead  as  to  their    Pabt  m. 
own  law,  in  case  of  an  unforeseen  accident*  ^' 

"  Nor  can  we  allow  any  weight  to  the  argument  that  this  Oap.  VIII. 
is  an  impolitic  law,  as  tending  to  interfere  with  commerce.  Contract^ 
especially  in  making  merchants  cautious  how  they  engage 
foreign  vessels.  That  is  a  matter  for  the  consideration  of 
foreigners  themselves,  and  nothing  short  of  a  violation  of 
natural  justice,  or  of  our  own  laws,  could  justify  us  in 
holding  a  foreign  law  void  because  of  being  impolitic 
No  doubt  the  French  law  was  intended  to  encourage  ship- 
ping by  limiting  the  liability  of  shipowners,  and  in  this 
respect  it  goes  somewhat  further  than  our  own;  but 
whether  wisely  or  not  is  matter  within  the  competence 
and  for  the  consideration  of  the  French  legislature,  and 
upon  which,  sitting  here,  we  ought  to  pronounce  no 
opinion. 

'*  Exceptional  cases,  should  they  arise,  must  be  dealt 
with  upon  their  own  merits.  In  laying  down  a  rule  of 
law,  regard  ought  rather  to  be  had  to  the  majority  of 
eases  upon  which  doubt  and  litigation  are  more  likely  to 
ari^e ;  and  the  general  rule  that,  where  the  contract  of 
affreightment  does  not  provide  otherwise,  there,  as  between 
the  parties  to  such  contract,  in  respect  of  sea  damage  and 
its  incidents,  the  law  of  the  ship  should  govern,  seems  to 
be  not  only  in  accordance  with  the  probable  intention  of 
the  parties,  but  also  most  consistent  and  intelligible,  and 
therefore  most  convenient  to  those  engaged  in  commerce. 

'*  In  order  to  preclude  all  misapprehension,  it  may  be 
well  to  add  that  a  party  who  relies  upon  a  right  or  an 
exemption  by  foreign  law  is  bound  to  bring  such  law 
properly  before  the  Court,  and  to  establish  it  in  proo£ 
Otherwise  the  Court,  not  being  entitled  to  notice  such 
law  vrithout  judicial  proof,  must  proceed  according  to  the 
law  of  England  (see  Brown  v.  Gracey,  note  to  Lacon  v. 
Eiggim  "  (a)  ). 

The  principle  on   which  the  judgment  in  Lloyd  v« 

ill)  D.  &  B.  N.  P.  41,  n.    See  infra,  Chap.  X.  (v.). 

y  2 
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Past  m.  OuibeH  was  given,  that  contracts  of  afieightment  entered 

Z^  into  in  a  foreign  port  are  made  with  reference  to  the  law 

Cap.  yiil  of  the  ship's  flag,  so  feur  as  the  natore  and  incidents  of  the 

CorUrad^  obligation  are  concerned,  wonld  probably  not  have  met 

ineidenu.  ^^  ^j^^  approval  of  Mr.  Westlake.    In  commenting  on 

ContobctB  of  an  American  case  {Pope  ▼.  Ntckencm^  3  Story,  Bep.  465), 

a  reightment  ^^^^  ^^  f^^^  almost  identical  with  those  in  Uogd  r. 

Chiibertf  that  writer  expresses  a  strong  opinion,  first,  that 
the  case  of  a  master  contracting  in  a  foreign  port  is  the 
same  as  if  the  owner  himself  were  present  (which  is  not 
questioned),  and  secondly,  that  the  obligation  between  the 
charterer  and  the  shipowner  must  be  measared  by  the 
law  of  the  place  where  tiie  charterparty  is  entered  into  (a), 
or,  if  by  any  other  law,  by  the  law  of  the  port  of  delivery, 
as  the  place  of  performance.  The  American  case  referred 
to  was  that  of  a  vessel,  owned  in  Massachosetts,  and 
engaged  in  a  voyage  from  Spain  to  a  port  in  Pennsylvania. 
On  the  way  she  was  compelled  by  stress  of  weather  to  pnt 
into  Bermuda,  where  the  master  sold  her  with  the  whole 
cargo ;  and  the  question  was,  what  law  governed  the  right 
of  the  shipper  against  the  owner  to  recover  the  value  of 
his  consignment? — t.^.,  the  nature  and  incidents  of  the 
obligation  arising  out  of  the  contract  of  affreightment? 
Judge  Story  decided  in  favour  of  the  Massachusetts  law, 
as  the  law  of  the  flag.  **  I  do  not  perceive,"  says  Westlake, 
''what  difference  the  flag  makes,  since  the  ccmtract  for 
carriage  was  neither  made  nor  to  be  fully  executed  on 
the  high  seas  ....  Surely  the  law  to  be  applied  is 
either  that  of  Spain  or  Pennsylvania,  for  the  owners  must 
be  taken  to  have  contracted  in  the  one  country  to  carry 
the  goods  to  the  other  ?" 
Intention  of  The  light  throwu  upon  the  true  principle  by  the  sub- 
^ntrwste  f  s^'^®^*  dccisiou  in  Lloyd  v.  Ouiberi  (b),  enables  the 
affreightment  reader  to  detect  the  error  in  Westlake's  argument.  The 
assumption  is,  that  the  obligation  of  a  contract  must  be 
measured  by  the  law  of  the  contract,  and  that  this  law 
can  only  be  the  law  of  the  place  of  celebration,  or  of  the 

(a)  Westlake,  §§  212,  216.  (l»)  L.  K.  1  Q.  B.  115. 
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place  of  performance.    It  has  been  already  shewn  (a)  that    Fabt  wl 

this  is  not  the  mle.    The  true  rale  is,  that  the  obligation        

of  a  contract  mnst  be  measured  by  the  law  to  which  the  Oap.  viri. 
parties  intended  to  refer,  or  mnst  be  assumed  to  have  snb-  Gmtraet— 
mitted  themselves  (b).  And  this  law,  though  it  may  be, 
and  most  generally  is,  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
contract  is  entered  into,  is  not  so  necessarily,  or  by  any 
prsBswnpiio  jwris  dejure,  which  would  be  incontrovertible. 
Primd  fade  it  is  that  law,  but  evidence  is  admissible  to 
shew  that  it  is  any  other.  In  the  words  of  Willes,  J., 
which  have  been  already  cited,  ''It  is  generally  agreed 
that  the  law  of  the  place,  where  the  contract  is  made,  is 
frima  fade  that  which  the  parties  intended,  or  ought  to 
be  presumed  to  have  adopted  as  the  footing  upon  which 
they  dealt,  and  that  such  law  ought  therefore  to  prevail 
ID  the  absence  of  circumstances  indicating  a  different 
intention  "  (0).  Now,  the  essence  of  the  decision  in  Lhyd 
V.  Oiidberi  is  that  in  every  contract  of  affreightment,  there 
are  such  circumstances  (d).  Contracts  of  affreightment 
may  be  made  in  half-savage  or  barbarous  ports,  or  even, 
to  take  a  more  familiar  instance,  in  such  places  as  Alex- 
andria, where  it  would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  the  parties 
intended  their  mutual  rights  to  be  regulated  by  the  local 
maritime  law  of  the  place  of  affreightment  It  might 
possibly  be  convenient  to  refer  in  all  cases  to  the  law  of 
the  port  of  delivery,  as  the  place  of  performance ;  but  the 
fittal  objection  at  once  arises  that  this  is  a  detail  which  is 
frequently  left  uncertain,  to  be  determined  either  upon 
signing  bills  of  lading,  or  upon  calling  at  some  named 
port  for  orders;  as  for  example  in  Uoyd  v.  CMbert  (e) 
itself  where  the  vessel  was  chartered  to  carry  either  to 
Havre,  London,  or  Liverpool,  at  the  charterer's  option. 
The  choice  of  the  law  of  the  flag  of  the  vessel,  ».0.,  the  law 
of  her  owner,  appears  therefore,  as  was  said  in  that  case, 

(a)  AnUy  p.  811.  (b)  AnU,  p.  810. 

(c)  Uoyd  ▼.  Guibert,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  115, 122. 

(d)  The  Fairioy  L.  R.  8  A.  &  E.  486,  was  decided  by  the  express  sUpa- 
laiions  of  the  oontnot,  and  oannot  be  regarded  as  an  authority  for  any  one 
competing  law. 

(e)  L.R.  1Q.B.  115. 
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Fabt  m.    ^  not  only  ia  aooordaace  wiUi  the  probable  iutention  of  tiie 
^"^      parties,  but  also  most  consisteDt  and  intelligible^  and  there- 
Cap.  vm.   £()re  most  oonvenient  to  those  engaged  in  commeroe  "  (a), 
CaniroA—       Nor  is  the  case  of  a  contract  of  affreightment  the  only 
Jnflfdanto.    pQ^  ju^  which  the  Uw  of  the  loeuB  aett^  or  oMnutioni$  is 
piesomed  to  have  been  left  out  of  the  intention  <^  the 
Bottomry       parties.    Another  instance  is  that  of  a  bottomry  bond, 
bonds.  given  in  a  foreign  port,  and  sued  on  in  England*    The 

obligation  so  created,  as  well  as  the  incidents  of  the  rela- 
tion arising  out  of  it^  was  formerly  held  to  be  goyemed  by 
the  *^  general  maritime  law,,  as  administered  in  England," 
and  this  whether  the  vessel  on  which  the  bottomry  bond 
is  given  was  English  or  foreign  (b).  It  cannot  be  said 
that  this  position  is  even  now  free  from  some  uncertainty 
and  .difBculty.  The  language  employed  in  Dwrawttf  v. 
EaH^  both  by  the  judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  and  by 
the  Privy  Council,  is  in  itself  free  from  ambiguity,  except 
so  far  as  it  is  doubAil  whether  the  expression  **  general 
maritime  law,  as  administered  in  England,''  means  English 
law  dimplicUer  or  not  But  in  LhyA  v.  Ouibert  (o),  on 
appeal  before  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  the  case  was  fully 
discussed,  and  is  there  said  to  be  no  authority  for  the  law 
of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made,  or  for  that  of 
the  place  of  performaaoe,  but  merely  an  instance  of  the 
supremacy  of  the  less  fori  in  matters  of  procedure  and 
evidence.  This  conclusion  is  arrived  at  by  considering 
that  the  validity  of  the  bond  in  that  case  depended  upon 
the  agency  of  the  master,  and  that  the  agency  of  the 
master,  by  English  law,  depended  upon  the  necessity  of 
his  act ;  and  that  therefore  the  question  was  one  of  evi- 
dence, inasmuch  as  the  English  law  did  not  consider  the 
agency  shewn  unless  it  was  shewn  that  the  master  acted 
of  necessity  without  communicating  with  his  owner.    It 

(o)  Ibid,  at  p.  129. 

(6)  The  Kartiak,  L.  R,  2  P.  C.  505;  Tke  BanJmrg,  B.  &  L.  233 ;  /)»- 
ranty  v.  HaH,  2  Moo.  P.  C.  N.6.  289 ;  B.  &  L.  258,  819;  The  GraUtudine, 
3  0.  Bob.  240.  As  to  the  meauiug  of  the  expression  **  the  goneiul  mari- 
time law  as  ttdminititi'red  in  England/'  Hoe  lAoyd  v.  Guibert,  L.  B.  1  Q.  B. 
125;  and  The  Segredo,  1  E.  &  Ad.  45. 

(c)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  p.  125. 
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in  difficnU  to  assent  to  the  view  that  this  is  a  question  of    P^vr  Hi. 
evidenoe  or  procednre.  All  the  tacU  weie  admissiUe,  and        ^^ 
all  were  proved;   the  question  was  simply  as  to  the    ^^^' ^^^ 
yalidtty  of  the  bond.    To  say  that  the  Oonrt  will  not    Qmtraot^ 
recognise  its  Talidity,  unleas  some  other  fact  is  proyed, 
seems  Tory  like  demanding  to  test  that  validity  by  its  own 
law,  and  not  by  that  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was 
made,  or  (in  Duranfy  y.  Eart  (a) )  by  the  law  of  the 
country  to  which  the  ship  belonged. 

It  can  scarcely  be  denied,  thei^ore,  that  the  judges  of 
the  Privy  Oouncil,  as  well  as  the  judge  of  the  Admiralty 
Court,  considered  themselves,  in  Duraniy  v.  Hart,  to  be 
following  an  established  principle  that  the  validity  of  a 
bottomry  bond  was  to  be  decided  by  the  general  maritime 
law,  as  administered  in  Fingland,  Whether  this  be  the 
correct  effect  of  the  case^  or  whether  they  were  in  truth 
deciding  a  question  of  evidence  and  procedure  alone,  ac* 
coiding  to  the  opinion  expressed  of  their  judgment  in 
Uoj/d  v.  Ghiibert  is  of  little  con8equence(&).  The  simplest 
and  most  iutelligible  view  is  taken  in  Maclaohlan  on  Ship* 
ping  (e)f  that  the  law  aetually  followed  did  not  goyem  the 
case,  and  that  the  case  must  be  regarded  as  overruled 
by  Uayd  v.  OtUberl  (d).  And  this  was  undoubtedly  the 
ground  of  the  later  decision  in  The  Karnak  (e),  where  the 
Privy  Oouncil  applied  the  doctrine  of  Llaifd  v.  Ouibert  to 
the  very  question  at  issue  in  Dvranig  v.  Hartt  holding 
that  the  validity  of  a  bottomry  bond,  depending  upon  the 
action  of  the  master  in  the  foreign  port  where  it  was 
given,  must  be  tested  and  ascertained,  not  by  the  '*  gene- 
ral maritime  law,  as  administered  in  England,"  but  by  the 
law  of  the  flag.  '^It  was  laid  down  in  LUn/d  v.  Ouiberly*' 
said  Sir  William  Erie  (/), ''  that  the  captain's  authority  is 
derived  from,  and  bounded  by,  the  municipal  law  of  the 
country  to  which  the  ship  belongs — that  is,  by  the  law  of 

(a)  2  Moo.  P.  0.  N.d.  289 ;  S.O.  9ub  nom.  The  Hamburg,  R  &  L.  253 ; 
83  L.  J.  Ad.  116. 
(h)  L.  K.  1  Q.  B.  125.  (d)  L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  115. 

(c)  At  p.  161.  (e)  L.  K.  2  P.  C.  505. 

(/)  Ibid,  p.  512.    Soo  the  judgment  of  Willes,  J.,  cited  anUf  p.  815. 
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Past  hl    the  flag ;  and  Willes,  J.,  deliyering  the  jadgment  of  the 
_^       Ezoheqaer  Chamber)  answers  an  argmnent,  founded  on  the 
Cap,  vm.    guppositioii  of  a  general  maritime  law,  contradistii^ished 
Cmtraot^    from  the  municipal  law  of  this  country,  by  refusing  to  re* 
ineidenii.    ^ogtme  the  existence  of  a  maritime  law  in  that  sense.    In 
aooordanee  mth  ih$  prineiple  ihere  laid  downy  their  Lord- 
Anthority  of   ships  consider  that  the  existence  of  the  necessity  which 
Syla^^^ctf.  ▼aUdates  the  hypothecation  of  cargo  by  bottomry  is  to 
be  ascertained  by  evidence  in  the  usual  manner ;  and  that 
the  meaning  of  the  term  *  necessity '  in  respect  of  hypo- 
thecation by  the  master  is  analogous  to  its  meaning  in 
other  parts  of  the  law/' 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  both  in  Dwraf^  v.  Rart  (a) 
{The  mmburp)  (1868),  and  in  The  Karnak  (1869)  (b),  the 
validity  of  a  bottomry  bond  given  in  a  foreign  Court  was 
tested  by  English  law^  or  by  what  Willes,  J.,  declared  to 
be  the  same  thing,  the  general  maritime  law  as  adminis- 
tered in  England ;  but  that  in  the  former  case  that  law 
was  followed  because  it  was  the  leoifori,  which,  in  the  ease 
of  bottomry  bonds  sued  on  in  England,  was  there  regarded 
as  supreme ;  and  in  the  latter,  because  it  was  the  law  of 
the  flag  to  which  the  ship  belonged.  The  principle  of 
Uayd  V.  Oidberty  that  the  master's  authority  is  defined 
and  limited  by  the  law  of  his  flag,  is  therefore  now  to  be 
regarded  as  applying  to  all  contracts  made  by  him,  and 
as  extending  as  well  to  contracts  of  hypothecation  by 
means  of  bottomry  bonds  as  to  contracts  of  affreight- 
ment In  the  words  of  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Uoyd  v.  Chd^ 
bert  (e),  ^'  So  far  as  regards  the  implied  authority  of  the 
master  of  a  ship  to  bind  his  owners  personally,  the  flag  of 
the  ship  is  notice  to  all  the  world  that  the  master's  autho- 
rity is  conferred  by  the  law  of  that  fle^ ;  and  that  his 
mandate  is  contained  in  the  law  of  that  country,  with 
which  those  who  deal  with  him  must  make  themselves 
acquainted  at  their  peril."    An  examination  of  the  judg- 

(a)  2  Moo.  P.  C.  N.S.  289 ;  B.  &  L.  253 ;  32  L.  J.  Ad.  116. 
(6)  L.  B.  2  P.  0.  505. 

(c)  6  B.  &  S.  117 ;  Maolaohlan  on  Shipping,  p.  161 ;  Kay's  Law  of 
Shipmasters,  p.  555;  The  Karnak,  L.  B.  2  P.  C.  505. 
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ment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  this  case  (a)  will    F^^nL 

shew  that  the  operation  of  the  law  of  the  flag  is  not  con-        

fined  to  the  question  whether  the  master  had  or  had  not    Cap,  vill. 
authority  to  contract  at  all.    It  is  intended  to  do  more    Contradr-^ 
than  this ;  and  its  right  is  now  asserted  to  regulate  the    ^''^^f^^ 
liabilities  and  regulations  which  arise  amongst  the  parties 
to  the  agreement,  be  it  of  affreightment  or  hypothecation^ 
upon  this  principle— that  the  shipowner  who  sends  his 
vessel  into  a  foreign  port  gives  notice  by  his  flag  to  all 
who  enter  into  contracts  there  with  the  shipmaster,  that 
he  intends  the  law  of  that  flag  to  regulate  those  contracts, 
and  that  they  must  either  submit  to  its  operation,  or  not 
contract  with  him  or  his  agent  at  all  (b).    To  this  large 
extent  it  must  therefore  be  regarded  as  an  exception  to 
the  prim&faeie  rule  that  the  nature  and  incidents  of  an 
obligation  depend  upon  the  place  where  the  contract  is 
entered  into. 

The  comments  in  Maclaohlan  on  Shipping  (pp.  167,  Law  of  the 
171)  upon  the  distinction  between  the  law  of  the  ship's  J^fJJJ^^g*^ 
flag  and  the  law  of  the  domudl  of  the  owner,  are  perhaps  domicU  in 
superfluous.    It  is  true  that  one  or  two  expressions  are  ^    ° ' 
used  by  Story  in  the  American  case,  to  which  reference 
has  already  been  made  (c),  tending  to  conftise  the  law  of 
the  ship's  flag  with  the  law  of  the  owner^s  domicil ;  but  it 
must  be  remembered  that  in  that  case  the  two  were 
identical,  and  that  Story  did  not  mean  to  pronounce  for  • 
the  law  of  the  domicil  as  against  the  law  of  the  flag  is 
evident  from  several  expressions  in  the  judgment.    ^  If 
the  ship  is  ownedand  ncmffoiedxmdet  the  flag  of  a  foreign 
country,  the  authority  of  the  master  to  contract  for,  and 
bind,  the  owners,  must  be  measured  by  the  laws  of  that 
country"  (d).    '^The  extent  of  the  master's  authority 

(a)  Cited  ante,  p.  315. 

(b)  The  Kamak,  L.  B.  2  P.  0.  505 ;  Uoyd  v.  Chubert,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B. 
115 ;  B.C.  6  B.  &  S.  117 ;  The  Otmardi,  2  Notes  of  Case,  322 ;  The  N<»ih 
Star,  29  L.  J.  Ad.  73,  76.  In  the  two  last  cases,  however,  the  &otB  nndist 
consideration  were  such  that  the  law  of  the  flag  was  Eoglish,  ix..  Identical 
with  the  "  general  maritime  law,  as  administered  in  England,"  advocated 
by  ttie  older  decisions. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  324 ;  Pope  ▼.  Nidkerton,  3  Story,  Rep.  465. 

(d)  Ibid.  p.  475. 
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Fast  iil  must  be  limited  to  the  express  instructions  of  the  owners, 

;  ot  the  law  of  the  oountry  where  the  Mp  iehngs  and  theif 

Cap,  viil  r^e$ide  ...  If  by  the  law  of  the  domicU  of  ihe  ihip  and  of 

CoHiraet^  the  oumen  the  authority  of  the  master  is  limited  io  the 

lneid£fU$.  ^^^jp  ^^^  freight,  and  does  not»  in  the  absence  of  express 

instraetions,  bind  the  owners  personaUy^  it  seems  d]£Bcalt 
to  understand  how  resort  can  be  had  to  the  law  of  a 
foreign  oonntry,  nnknown  and  unsuspected  (it  may  be)  by 
the  owners,  to  expand  that  anthority."    In  the  English 
ofise  which  has  been  so  often  referred  to  (a)  there  is  oer* 
tainly  not  eren  as  much  leaning  as  this  towards  the  law 
of  the  owner's  domicile  which  is  ignored  altogether,  al- 
though it  was  there  also  the  law  ct  the  ship's  flag.    The 
£act  that  any  British  subject,  wherever  domiciled,  may 
sail  his  ship  under  the  British  flag,  and  hare  her  regis* 
tered  accordingly,  as  well  as  the  farther  consideration  that 
most  British  ships  are  divided  amongst  a  plurality  of 
owners^  are  illustratione  of  the  impossibility  of  accepting 
the  decision  of  the  law  of  the  owner's  domieil  in  place  of 
that  of  the  ship's  flag ;  and  in  face  of  the  recent  decisions 
it  is  most  improbable  that  such  a  misapprehension  will 
ever  find  an  advocate  for  the  future. 
BUI  of  lading.      In  Bianohet  y.  PowdTa  Idantimt  Collieries  Gompamg  (b), 
the  plaintiff  sued  for  freight  on  a  bill  of  lading  made  in 
France,  and  in  answer  to  a  plea  that  he  did  not  carry  all 
•    the  goods  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  lading,  pleaded  (inter 
alia)  that  according  to  tlie  law  of  France,  the  whole 
freight  was  payable,  although  part  only  of  the  goods  were 
carried  and  delivered.    The  replication  was  held  good, 
Bramwell,  B.,  saying  that  as  the  contract  was  made  in 
France,  the  rights  and  obligations  of  the  parties  must  be 
governed  by  French  law.    In  tiiis  case  it  was  suggested 
in  argument  that  the  law  of  France  could  not  apply  to  a 
contract  which  was  to  be  performed  in  England;   but 
except  so  far  as  the  mode  and  incidents  of  the  delivery, 
as  part  of  the  performance,  is  concerned,  it  is  clear  that  no 
authority  is  to  be  found  for  applying  the  lex  loci  solutionis 

(a)  Uoyd  v.  Guibert,  L.  K.  1  Q.  B.  115.  Qi)  L.  B.  9  Ex.  74, 77. 
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withoat  a  speoial  stipulation  to  that  effect    It  was  not    Fabt  nt 
necessary  to  decide  that  the  contract  of  affreightment  was        _^ 
gOYemed  by  French  law,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  was    Oap.  viii. 
held  to  be  entitled  to  the  lump  freight  by  the  law  of    conirattr-^ 
England  also.    The  reason,  howeyer,  given  for  accepting    ^^^^^j^^ 
the  French  law,  viz.,  that  the  contract  was  made  in 
France,  does  not  seem  to  be  consistent  with  the  doctrine 
of  Lloyd  V.  Ouihert  (a\  which  lays  down  that  the  law  of 
the  ship  should  govern  as  between  the  parties  to  a  con* 
tract  of  a£Ereigbtment  in  respect  of  sea  damage  and  its 
incidents.    It  is  difficult  to  see  why  this  rule  should  not 
equally  be  applied  to  the  whole  obligation  of  the  contract, 
except  so  far  as  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance  may 
properly  claim  to  be  heard ;  but  the  rule  itself  was  not 
brought  to  the  notice  of  the  Ck>urt  in  Blanohet  y.  PaweWi 
Llaniivit  Collieries  Oompanyy  nor  did  the  nationality  of 
the  ship  in  fact  appear  to  be  other  than  French.    The 
dictum  is  therefore  of  little  importance,  except  as  shewing 
the  general  tendency  to  assume  that  the  law  of  the  place 
of  contract  ia  prima  faeie  that  intended  to  govern  its 
obligations  and  incidents. 

The  effect  and  operation  of  the  contract  of  sale  of  a  Sale  ia  foreign 
ship  or  cargo  in  a  foreign  port  is  generally  considered  in  ^^' 
connection  with  the  last  branch  of  the  subject,  and  the 
cases  on  the  point  may  be  here  again  briefly  recapitulated, 
though  they  have  already  been  treated  of  while  consider- 
ing the  transfer  of  personal  property  generally.  The  only 
question  which  can  well  arise  as  to  the  contract  of  sale  in 
such  a  case  must  be  as  to  its  validity,  which  is  not,  strictly 
speaking,  part  of  the  nature  and  incidents  of  an  obligation 
at  all.  It'  a  chattel  is  once  duly  sold,  the  property  in  it 
is  passed  once  for  all,  and  the  obligation  momentarily 
created,  being  completely  fulfilled,  ceases  to  exist  Oon- 
sequently  there  can  be  no  opportunity  of  questioning 
what  law  is  to  govern  its  future  incidents  and  devebp- 
ment  A  sale,  in  fact,  partakes  more  of  the  nature  of  an 
act  than  of  a  contract.     It  is  an  act  preceded — ^some- 

(a)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  115. 
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Pabt  m.    times  only  instantaneously  preceded — ^by  a  oontract,  with 
°^       which  it  is  often  confounded.    There  may,  of  coarse,  be  a 
Cap.YIIL    contiact  far  sale,  the  fulfilment  of  which  is  postponed  or 
dndfrodr-   delayed ;  but  the  ordinary  sale  is  intended  to  operate  at 
Jficiden<i.    QXit^^  and  is  in  fact,  a  mere  transfer.     As  such,  there 
would  seem  to  be  but  little  excuse  for  testing  its  yalidity, 
in  an  English  Oourt,  either  by  English  law  as  the  2»/ari, 
or  the  maritime  general  law,  if  that  can  be  regarded  as  at 
all  distinguishable  from  the  law  administered  in  all  cases 
in  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty  (a)«    Nor  does  it 
appear  much  more  reasonable  to  refer  the  question  to  the 
law  (rf  the  ship's  flag,  which  the  sale  itself  in  most  cases 
is  intended  to  changa     In  cases  of  hypothecation  or 
affreightment,  the   ship  remains  under  the  same  flag 
during  the  whole  existence  of  the  obligation,  and  the 
intention  of  the  parties  may  reasonably  be  presumed  to 
have  included  submission  to  the  law  of  which  that  flag 
gaye  notice.    No  such  intention  can  be  assumed,  it  is 
plain,  in  the  case  of  a  foreign  purchaser  in  a  foreign  port. 
The  ship  is  a  mere  chattel,  the  ownership  of  which  is 
changed  by  sale,  according  to  the  law  of  every  nation, 
and  directly  the  ownership  is  changed,  the  yesseFs  nation- 
ality is  changed  with  it    It  is  scarcely  probable  that  the 
purchaser  would  expect  the  yalidity  of  the  change  to  be 
afterwards  tested  by  the  law  which  the  transaction  pur- 
ported definitely  to  abandon. 
Bngliflh  mari-      It  is,  howeyer,  only  recently  that  the  principle  indicated 
itsai^ority,  ^^ ^^  foregoing  considerations  has  been  recognised,  and 
formerly  the  obyiously  incorrect  course  of  preferring  the 
lemfori  was  adopted.    In  the  case  of  The  8egredo  or  Eliza 
Comuih  (b),  the  lex  loci  a4stM  was  definitely  rejected  by 
Dr.  Lushington,  and  English  maritime  law,  regarded  as 
coincident  in  its  application  as  to  those  particular  fects 
with  maritime  law  generally,  followed  in  preference.    It 
may  be  observed  that  the  learned  judge,  in  deciding  this 
case,  clearly  intimated  that  he  intended  to  follow,  and 

(a)  See  per  Willes,  J.,  in  Uoyd  v.  Quiberi,  L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  115, 125. 
(&)  1  EocL  &  Ad.  36. 


CONTBAOTS. 


833 


ocmceired  himself  to  be  following^  the  general  maritime 
law  ;  and  that  he  would  sot  haye  deviated  from  it  by  in* 
trodacing  English  munioipal  law»  had  a  conflict  arisen 
between  them ;  but  this  distinction  has  been  rendered  of 
less  importance  by  the  didwn  in  Lloyd  v.  Ouibert  (a)  as  to 
the  non-]:eoognition  of  any  penerdl  maritime  law  differing 
from  **  maritime  law  as  administered  in  England/'    It  is, 
perhaps,  after  all  merely  a  distinction  of  words.    Those 
who  advocate  the  existence  and  authority  of  a  ''  general 
maritime  law,"  mean  in  most  cases  a  maritime  law  which 
is  administered  in  English  as  well  as  in  foreign  Conrts 
of  Admiralty  (b).    It  appears  obvious  that  so  much  of 
this  general  maritime  law,  as  is  administered  in  English 
Courts,  is,  by  virtue  of  that  very  fact,  English  law ;  and 
it  is  not  the  less  English  because  it  is  common  to  other 
foreign  Courts  of  Admiralty  as  well  as  that  of  England. 
If  it  is  suggested,  as  Sir  R.  Phillimore  seems  to  imply, 
that  the  sources  of  its  authority  differ  from  those  ordi- 
narily cited  in  English  Courts,  and  that  it  prevails  by 
virtue  of  the  comity  of  nations  rather  than  by  the  binding 
force  of  English  precedents,  the  argument  appears  scarcely 
warranted  by  facts.    It  would  be  difficult  to  cite  an  in- 
stance where  a  foreign  decision  on  an  analogous  point  has 
been  allowed  in  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty  to  over- 
rule English  precedents  of  earlier  date.    Beference,  it  is 
true,  has  been  constantly  made  to  general  European 
customs,  and  to  regulations  such  as  those  contained  in  the 
Codes  of  Wisby  and  016ron,  but  only  for  the  purpose  of 
enlarging  the  unwritten  law  of  the  Admiralty  Court  of 
England  by  analogy  and  example,  and  of  supplying  the 
deficiencies  of  its  voice,  when  that  was  silent.    The  ordi- 
nary common  law  of  the  realm  has  similarly  drawn  nourish- 
ment from  the  jurisprudence  of  Bome,  but  it  would  be  a 
misnomer  to  say  that  the  dicta  of  Oaius,  or  the  rescripts  of 
Hadrian,  ever  spoke  with  a  semblance  of  authority  in 
English  Courts.     Authority  is  given  to  principles  of 
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(a)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  125. 

(6)  See  per  Sir  R.  Phillimore  in  The  PalriOy  L.  R.  3  A.  &  E.  461. 
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Pavt  in.    foreign  law  or  mercantile  nsage  only  by  their  adoption  in 
^      an  English  Court 
^Cap^viil       The  decision  of  Dr.  Lnshington  in  The  Eliza  Camisk  (a), 
Contraet-^   howeYer,   was    distinctly  overruled    by  the  Exchequer 
inMe^tM.    Chamber  in  OammOl  v.  Sewdl  (i)  in  1860.    There  the 
Tnnsfergood  master  of  a  Pmssian  vesseL  chartered  in  Russia  by 
^  English  shippers  for  Hull,  and  wrecked  on  the  coast  of 

Norway,  sold  the  cargo  without  authority  by  English 
law,  but  under  such  circumstances  that  by  the  Norwegian 
law  an  innocent  purchaser  would  have  acquired  a  good 
titla  It  was  argued  that  by  the  law  maritime,  general  as 
well  as  English,  the  master  had  exceeded  his  authority, 
and  that  the  sale  was  therefore  invalid,  but  it  was  held 
(Byles,  J.,  dissentients)  that  the  transaction,  being  a 
transfer  of  personal  property,  was  governed  by  the  lex 
loci ;  and  that  the  title  of  the  purchaser,  being  valid  by 
that  law,  must  stand.  With  regard  to  the  case  of  The 
Elissa  Ocmish  or  Segredo,  which  was  relied  upon  by  the 
owners  of  the  cargo,  Crompton,  J.,  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court,  said,  *^  If  this  case  be  an  authority  for 
the  proposition  that  a  law  of  a  foreign  country  of  the  nature 
of  the  law  of  Norway,  as  proved  in  the  present  case,  is  not 
to  be  regarded  by  the  Courts  of  this  conntry,  and  that  its 
effect  as  to  passing  property  in  the  foreign  country  is  to 
be  disregarded,  we  cannot  agree  with  the  decision.  .  .  . 
We  think  that  the  law  on  this  subject  was  correctly  stated 
by  Pollock,  C.B.,  in  the  course  of  the  argument  in  the 
court  below,  where  he  says  that  if  personal  property  is 
disposed  of  in  a  manner  binding  according  to  the  law  of 
the  country  where  it  is,  that  disposition  is  binding  every- 
where. And  we  do  not  think  that  it  makes  any  difference 
that  the  goods  were  wrecked,  and  were  not  intended  to  be 
sent  to  the  country  where  they  were  sold"  (<?). 
Transfer  It  has  already  been  said  that  the  decision  in  CammeU 

distinguislied  ^^  ^^M^/  is  entirely  in  accordance   with  the  generally 

^ml^t'^  («)  1  Ecd.  k  Ad.  36. 

crmiraci.  ^^^  5  H.  &  N.  728 ;  29  L.  J.  Ex.  350 ;  8.C.  in  Court  below.  3  H.  &  N. 

617  ;  27  L.  J.  Ex.  447. 
(c)  5  If.  &  N.  744,  745. 
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accepted  theories  which  refer  the  validity  of  a  transfer  of 
movables  inter  vivos  to  the  law  of  the  place  of  transfer  (a) ; 
Dor  is  the  principle  of  that  case  in  reality  at  all  incon- 
sistent  with  the  gronnd  of  the  judgment  in  IJoifd  v. 
Ouibert  (b),  which  has  been  so  often  referred  to.    The 
contract  to  which,  in  the  latter  case,  the  law  of  the  ship's 
flag,  and  in  the  former,  the  law  of  the  place  of  contract, 
was  applied,  was  in  truth  not  the  same  in  any  sense. 
The  judgment  in  Hoyd  v.  Ctuibert  applied  the  law  of  the 
ship's  flag  to  the  contract  of  affreightment  made  between 
the'  master,  as  agent  of  the  owner  in  a  foreign  port,  and 
the  shipper ;  and  as  letween  these  parties,  the  law  of  the 
flag  was  held  to  govern  the  incidents  of  the  obligation 
throughout,  though   its  results  were  varied   by  circum-^ 
stcmces  which  had  been  unforeseen.    In  CammeU  v.  Seiodl 
the  relation  between  the  shipowner  and  the  freighters  was 
not  in  question,  and  in  an  action  by  the  owners  of  the 
cargo  against  the  mnster  or  owner  of  the  ship,  the  law  of 
the  flag   might,  quite    consistently  with  the   decision 
actually  given,  have  been  applied.    The  contract  whi(*h 
was  there  referred  to  the  local  law,  and  held  to  be  valid 
in  accordance  with  its  provisions,  was  not  the  contract 
between  freighter  and  master,  but  tiie  contract  of  sale 
between  the  master  and  the  purchaser  of  the  wrecked 
cargo  in  Norway.    It  was  this  contract,  and  no  other, 
which  the  Oourt  declared  to  be  binding,  because  sanctioned 
and  confirmed  by  the  local  law,  not  only  upon  the  parties 
to  it,  but  upon  third  persons — strangers,  in  the  strict  sense 
of  the  term,  to  its  provisions.    The  proper  result  of  apply- 
ing the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Lloyd  v.  Ouibert  to  the 
facts  of  OamrneU  v.  8eiueil  would  be,  that  the  right  of  the 
owner  of  the  cargo  to  sue  the  shipowner  or  master  for  the 
sale  of  the  goods  in  Norway  would  be  tested  by  Prussian 
law,  as  the  law  of  the  flag  alone ;  and  that  it  would  be  no 
answer  to  such  an  action  to  shew  that  by  Norwegian  law 
the  act  of  the  master  was  justified,  or  regarded  as  binding 
upon  shippers  and  consignees. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  174.  (6)  L.  R.  1  Q.  D.  105. 


Part  in. 

AOTIBb 


Cap.  VIII. 


Contrart^ 
Incidents, 


836  FOBEIGN  AND  DOMESTIC  LAW. 

Fabt  in.        If  this  view  be  adopted,  the  strictures  in  Dfadachlaii  on 
^^      Shipping  upon  Cammdl  y.  SeweU  cannot  be  sapported ; 
Cap.  vnL    and  it  is  noticeable  that  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber, 
Coniract^    referring  to  the  case  in  the  judgment  in  Idayd  v.  Owberi, 
incidentB,    Qxprcssly  abstained  from  expressing  any  opinion  for  or 
against  the  correctness  of  the  decision.    It  is  suggested 
by  Mr.  Maclachlan,  that  if  the  Prussian  flag  was  notice  to 
the  freighter  that  the  master's  authority  to  bind  his  em- 
ployers was  limited  by  Prussian  law,  it  was  notice  to  the 
Norwegian  purchaser  of  the  same  limitation.    The  dis- 
tinction between  an  executory  contract  in  which  it  is 
necessary  that  the  master  should  bind  those  whom  he 
represents  and  an  executed  contract  of  sale,  which  is  in 
truth  completely  discharged  by  the  transfer  itself,  seems 
to  haye  been  overlooked.    In  the  former  case  the  parties 
must  necessarily  have  contemplated  the  subsistence  of  the 
obligation  of  the  contract,  and  the  performance  of  its 
provisions,  during  a  considerable  time;  and  they  must 
therefore  be  regarded  as  having  intended  that  some  law 
should  regulate  the  development  of  the  obligation  itself, 
and  control  the  incidents  which  might  arise,  but  for  which 
it  was  difficult  if  not  impossible  to  provide  expressly.   This 
law,  it  has  been  determined  in  Ll(Hfd  v.  Ombert  (a),  is  the 
law  of  the  ship's  flag;  1.0.,  the  parties  must  be  taken  to 
have  assumed  that  the  law  of  the  ship's  flag  would  govern 
the  future  incidents  of  the  obligation,  the  master  having 
no  authority  to  undertake  that  the  owners  of  ship  or  cargo 
will  do  anything,  except  as  defined  by  that  law.    But  in 
an  absolute  and  immediate  sale,  such  as  that  in  Cammdl 
V.  SetveUf  the  master  is  not  required  to  pledge  his  owners 
to  anything.    No  future  relations  between  the  parties  are 
contemplated,  and  therefore  they  cannot  be  taken  to  have 
referred  to  any  law  to  govern  the  future  incidents  of  the 
obligation.    The  master  simply  contracts  to  sell  the  ship 
or  cargo  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  they  are 
lying,  and  he  does  actually  so  sell  tliem,  while  they  are 
there.    By  the  comity  of  nations — or,  to  speak  more 

(a)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  115. 
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correctly,  by  those  principles  of  intemational  jarispradenoe    Pabt  m. 

whicli  the  law  of  England,  in  common  with  the  law  of       

moBt  civ^ilized  nations,  adopts — a  title  to  property  which    Cap,  vm. 
has  once  validly  accrued  according  to  the  law  of  the    Omtraet-- 
situation  is  good  as  against  all  the  world  (a) ;  and  the    "'^'^^f^' 
purchaser  is  not  to  be  put  in  a  worse  position  because  the 
master  of  the  ship  has  carelessly  or  improperly  mistaken 
and  exceeded  his  instructions  (&). 

Nor  is  the  doctrine  of  Oammdl  v.  Sewell  in  itself  new  DiBcietion  of 
or  opposed  to  the  general  weight  of  authority.  It  has  !^x^i^*of. 
already  been  said  that  the  decision  practically  OTorruled 
the  opinion  of  Dr.  Lushington  in  The  Eliza  Cornish  (c)^ 
but  it  is  opposed  to  no  other  authority  of  any  weight,  and 
is  in  entire  accordance  with  the  views  expressed  by  Lord 
Stowell  in  the  case  of  The  Oratitudine  {d)  in  1801. 
''Suppose  the  case/'  said  Lord  Stowell  in  giving  judg-> 
ment^  '*  of  a  ship  driven  into  port  with  a  perishable  cargo, 
when  the  master  could  hold  no  correspondence  with  the 
proprietor;  suppose  the  vessel  unable  to  proceed,  or  to 
stand  in  need  of  repairs  to  enable  her  to  proceed  in  time. 
In  such  emergencies  the  authority  of  agent  is  necessarily 
devolved  upon  him,  unless  it  could  be  supposed  to  be 
the  policy  of  the  law,  that  the  cargo  should  be  left  to 
perish  without  care.  What  is  to  be  done  ?  He  must  in 
such  case  exercise  his  judgment,  whether  it  would  be 
better  to  tranship  the  cargo,  if  he  has  the  means,  or  to 
sell  it.  It  is  admitted  in  argument  that  he  is  not  abso- 
lutely bound  to  tranship ;  he  may  not  have  the  means  of 
transhipment ;  but  even  if  he  has,  he  may  act  for  the 
best,  in  deciding  to  sell ;  if  he  nets  wnwisdy  in  that  deei- 
sian^  siiU  the  foreign  purchaser  toiU  he  safe  under  his  aets** 
In  Freeman  v.  East  India  Company  (e),  where  the  master 

(a)  Anfey  p.  176. 

(6)  The  oontention  in  CkimmeU  ▼.  BeweU  that  the  judicial  prooeedingB  in 
Norway,  under  which  the  cargo  was  sold,  amounted  to  a  judgment  in  remy 
was  rejected  by  aU  the  judges  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  has  not 
therefore  been  here  referred  to.    See  i'n/ra,  Chap.  XI. 

(c)  1  Eccl.  «&  Ad.  36. 

(d)  3  Rob.  Ad.  240,  at  p.  259. 

(e)  5  B.  &  Aid.  617  (1822). 
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Pakt  HL  did  act  nnwisely  in  deoiding  to  sell  the  cargo,  the  title  of 
J^  the  foreign  purchaser  was  not  accepted  as  good  for  another 
Cap.  vin.  reason.  The  sale  took  place  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope, 
CotUraeir^  and  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  Datoh  law  then  in  force 
IncidefU$,  there  regarded  the  sale  in  at  all  a  more  fayourable  light 
than  the  English  law  would  have  done,  or  that  there  was 
any  conflict  between  them  as  to  its  validity  (a).  It 
appeared,  besides,  that  the  purchaser  was  fully  aware  of 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  master  sold,  and  as 
he  was  necessarily  taken  to  have  been  also  cognizant 
of  the  law,  he  purchased  with  his  eyes  open,  so  as  even 
to  have  precluded  himself  from  finding  protection  under 
a  sale  in  market  overt  (&),  had  the  facts  amounted  to 
that. 
Ship's  master  Before  passing  from  the  consideration  of.  maritime  con- 
^^^^^'^^  ^^  tracts  made  with  a  shipmaster  in  a  foreign  port,  it  may  be 
remarked  that  in  one  point  of  view,  the  question  is  not  of 
the  authority  given  to  the  master  at  all,  that  is,  as  some- 
thing distinguished  from  the  intimation  afforded  by  the 
flag,  when  the  owner  is  present  in  proprid  persona. 
Whether  the  owner  is  himself  in  the  foreign  port  to 
contract  himself,  or  whether  he  has  sent  his  shipmaster 
there  to  contract  for  him,  the  parties  to  the  contract 
must  be  equally  regarded  as  contemplating  the  opera- 
tion of  the  law  of  the  flag  upon  their  future  relations 
under  the  obligation.  ^  The  present  and  like  questions,'' 
says  Willes,  J.,  in  Lloffd  v.  Owhert  {e\  affect  not  only 
contracts  entered  into  by  masters  of  ships,  the  law  of 
whose  country  distinguishes  between  the  obligations  of  a 
contract  by  the  master  as  such,  and  that  of  the  owner 
himself,  or  his  broker,  or  of  the  master  acting  with  a 
plenary  authority,  htU  touch  all  contracts  of  afireightment 
entered  into  in  respect  of  any  vessel  in  a  port  foreign  as 
to  her,  whether  the  master  happen  to  be  an  owner  or  not." 
This  principle  is  obviously  a  consequence  of  the  natural 

(a)  See  per  Best,  J.,  p.  624.  (fc)  Coke,  2  Inst.  713. 

(r)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  115,  122. 
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idea  of  agency,  inasmuch  as  a  man  who  acts  by  an  agent    p^bt  IIL 
in  a  foreign  country,  acts  there  himself.     In  the  Album        — ' 
Company  v.  JftZfe  (a),  a  Scotch  appeal  to  the  House  of   Oap.  vni. 
Lords,  the  Lord  Chancellor  said,  **  If  I  send  an  agent  to    Contract— 

reside  in  Scotland,  and  he,  in  my  name,  enters  into  a  con-      ^ 

tract  in  Scotland,  the  contract  is  to  be  considered  mine 
where  it  is  aotually  made.  It  is  not  an  English  contract, 
because  I  actually  reside  in  England.  If  my  agent  exe- 
cutes it  in  Scotland,  it  is  the  same  as  if  I  were  myself  on 
the  spot,  and  executed  it  in  Scotland."  If,  therefore,  a 
contract  by  the  master  for  a  ship,  as  agent  for  his  owner, 
in  a  foreign  port^  is  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  if  the 
owner  had  himself  been  present;  it  is  plain  that  when 
the  owner  himself  is  so  present,  and  actually  makes  the 
contract  in  his  own  name,  the  law  of  the  flag  is  to  be 
applied  to  its  future  incidents,  according  to  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Lloyd  v.  ChUbert  (b),  just  as  much  as  if  he  had 
stayed  at  home. 

It  need  hardly  be  said  that,  since  the  law  which  is  to  Express 
govern  future  incidents  of  a  contract  must  in  all  cases  be  S^uT^ndes 
a  matter  of  intention,  the  parties  may  provide  by  express  —General 
stipulation  for  certain  probable  contingencies,  and  declare  *^^®'*^®' 
beforehand  to  what  law  their  legal  consequences  are  to  be 
referred.    Thus,  in  contracts  of  marine  insurance,  it  is 
common  to  insert  a  clause  that  the  underwriters  are  to  be 
liable  for  general  average  '*as  per  foreign  statement"; 
and  this  has  been  construed  to  mean,  not  only  that  the 
calculations  of  the  foreign  average-stater  are  to  be  ac- 
cepted as  correct,  but  that  what  is  and  what  is  not  general 
average  is  to  be  decided  by  the  law  of  the  foreign  port 
where  the  adjustment  is  made  (c).     So,  where  the  under-   . 
writers  agreed  *'  to  pay  general  average  as  per  foreign 
statement,  if  so  made  up";  which  was  construed  as  an 
agreement  to  be  bound  by  the  opinion  and  decision  of  the 

(a)  Per  Lord  Lyndhurst;   3  Wila.  &  S.  218,  833;  1  Dow  ft  a.  342; 
Story.  §  285. 
(6)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  115. 
(c)  Mavro  v.  Ocean  Marine  Insurance  Co.,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  414. 
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Pabt  m.    foreign  average-stater,  both  as  to  facts  and  law  (a).    And 

in  another  modem  case,  where  the  underwriters  agreed 

Cap,  viil    « to  pay  all  daims  and  losses  on  Datch  terms,  and  accord* 
CorUract—   ing  to  statement  made  np  by  official  dispachewr  in  Hoi- 
Iveidenu    j^^  j^>*  ^he  voyago  being  from  Java  to  Holland,  it  was  held 
that  the  words  expressing  the  risks  insured  against  were 
to  be  construed  by  Dutch  law,  and  that  the  average  state- 
ment by  the  Dutch  adjuster  was  binding  on  the  under* 
writers  Q>).    It  can  scarcely  be  said  that  the  f(M«]gn  law 
in  any  of  these  cases  can  be  regarded  as  the  place  of 
performance,  as  the  average  loss,  and  consequently  the 
adjustment,  was  a  contingency  which  might  never  have 
arisen. 
Foreign  The  above  expressions  seem  sufficiently  clear  to  shew 

average.  that  the  parlies  effecting  the  policies  of  insurance  as  well 
as  the  underwriters,  intended  their  obligation  quoad  the 
contingencies  referred  to,  to  be  regulated  by  the  foreign 
law ;  but  strong  evidence  is  no  doubt  necessary  to  shew 
that  the  parties  to  an  iosuranoe,  effected  in  England  with 
an  English  company,  have  in  their  minds  any  thing  but  the 
English  law  (c).  It  is  however  sufficient  to  shew  a  usage 
to  pay  losses  according  to  the  foreign  statement,  that 
being  equivalent,  when  such  that  the  parties  are  bound 
by  it,  to  a  special  agreement  (cQ.  And  it  would  seem 
that  this  usage,  for  underwriters  to  settle  according  to 
foreign  adjustment,  is  sufficiently  established  in  English 
law  for  it  to  be  binding  without  an  express  provision  to 
that  effect,  according  to  the  authority  of  Phillips  on 
Insurance  {e) ;  but  even  then,  according  to  the  same 
writer,  the  foreign  law  is  only  entitled  to  regulate  the 
adjustment,  and  not  to  make  that  an  average  loss  which 
is  not  so  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  where  the 
policy  was  effected.    In  Mavro  v.  Ocean  Marine  Insuranee 

(a)  Harris  v.  Soaramanga,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  481. 

(h)  Hendricks  y.  Australasian  Insurance  Co.,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  460. 

(c)  Poioer  Y.  Whitmore,  4  M.  &  S.  141 ;  Peninsular  and  Oriental  Co.  y. 
Shaud,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  N.8.  272 ;  Don  y.  Lippman,  5  CI.  &  F.  1. 

(d)  Neioman  y.  CazalH,  Park,  Ins.  900,  8th  ed 
(<;)  §  1418, 1414. 
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Company  (a),  Blackburn^  J.,  said  it  was  a  question  that    Pabt  m. 

had  never  been  distinctly  settled,  whether  under  an  ordi-        

nary  English  policy  the  English  underwriter  could  be^^ARvra^ 
compelled  to  bear  what  was  held  to  be  a  general  ayerage  cknUrad^ 
loss  by  the  law  of  the  foreign  country  where  the  adjust-  -^nc^^enft. 
ment  was  made,  and  that  express  clauses  to  pay  ''  as  per 
foreign  statement "  were  frequently  inserted  in  policies  to 
avoid  that  very  difficulty.  Power  v.  WhUmore  (6),  which 
is  said  by  Westlake  to  have  decided  the  question  in  favour 
of  the  underwriter,  is  explained  by  Cockbum,  C.J.,  in 
Dent  V.  Smith  (e)  to  have  been  generally  misapprehended, 
there  being  no  proof  in  that  case  that  the  loss  in  question 
was  a  general  average  loss  even  by  the  law  of  Portugal, 
where  the  adjustment  was  made.  In  Dent  v.  SmUh  the 
underwriters  were  held  liable  to  repay  moneys  to  the 
shippers  of  gold  on  board  an  Englisli  ship  for  Constanti- 
nople, which  they  had  been  compelled  to  pay  in  order  to 
get  the  gold  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Bussian  authorities  at 
Gallipoli,  where  the  ship  had  become  stranded.  After 
the  insurance  was  effected,  and  before  she  sailed,  the  ship 
bad  been  transferred  to  Bussian  owners,  and  had  duly 
changed  her  nationality,  a  fact  of  which  neither  the  plain- 
tiffs nor  defendants  were  aware;  and  this  change  ijone 
had  given  the  Bussian  authorities  at  Gallipoli  jurisdiction. 
It  was  held  that  the  underwriters  were  liable,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiffs  had  been  compelled  to  pay  the 
sum  claimed  as  salvage,  and  were  entitled  to  recover  it  as 
a  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea ;  so  that  although  the  case  was 
argued  in  some  respects  as  one  of  general  average,  no  light 
was  thrown  upon  that  question. 

The  diversities  in  the  law  of  general  average  adopted  General 
by  different  nations  are  so  great  (d),  and  the  advantages  ^^^^f 
promised  by  uniformity  so  apparent,  that  the  subject  has  ^^* 
more  than    once   engaged  the   attention  of    reformers. 

(a)  L.  B.  10  0.  P.  414,  418.  WcUpder. Ewer,  Park,  Ins.  898.  8th  ed.,  is 
often  cited  as  an  authority  for  theafilrmative/but  may  probably  be  regarded 
as  overruled  by  Potcer  v.  Whitmore,  and  the  other  cases  cited  above. 

(6)  4  M.  &  S.  141 ;  Westlake,  §  209. 

(c)  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  414,  450. 

Id)  See  the  comparative  table  in  Lowndes  on  Average,  p.  zxviiL 
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General 
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International  Congresses  for  this  purpose  have  repeat- 
edly been  held,  at  several  of  whioh  a  code  of  mles  has 
been  prepared  and  recommended  for  adoption  (Glai^w, 
1860;  London,  1862;  York,  1864).  A  Bill  was  prepared 
in  1860-62,  which  was  intended  to  incorporate  the  code 
of  roles  adopted  at  Glasgow,  but  proved  ill-adapted  for  it^ 
purpose,  and  was  abandoned.  The  rules  which  were 
drawn  up  at  York  were  pressed  upon  the  attention  of  the 
English  Oovemment  by  the  Associated  Ohambers  of  Oom- 
merce,  and  repeated  attempts  made  to  obtain  adoption  of 
them  from  the  Legislature  (a) ;  but  these  attempts  were 
unsuccessful ;  and  in  1877  a  revised  form  of  these  rules 
was  adopted  by  the  Association  for  the  Reform  and  Codi- 
fication of  the  Law  of  Nations,  at  its  fifth  annual  confer^ 
ence  at  Antwerp,  under  the  name  of  *'The  York  and 
Antwerp  Bules." 

It  may  be  useful  to  give  these  in  exienao. 


The  York  and  Antwerp  Bules, 

1.  Jettison  of  Dedc  Cargo.^^No  jettisan  of  deck  cargo 
shall  be  made  good  as  general  average. 

Every  structure  not  built  in  with  the  frame  of  the 
vessel  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  part  of  the  deck  of  the 
vessel. 

2.  Damage  by  Jettison. — Damage  done  to  goods  or  mer- 
chandise by  water  which  unavoidably  goes  down  a  ship's 
hatches  opened,  or  other  opening  made,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  a  jettison,  shall  be  made  good  as  general 
averi^e,  in  case  the  loss  by  jettison  is  so  made  good. 

Damage  done  by  breaking  and  chafing,  or  otherwise 
from  derangement  of  stowage,  consequent  upon  a  jettison, 
shall  be  made  good  as  general  average,  in  case  the  loss  by 
jettison  is  so  made  good. 

3.  Extinguiihing  Fire  on  Shipboard. — ^Damage  done  to 
a  ship  or  cargo,  or  either  of  them,  by  water  or  otherwise, 


(a)  Report  of  the  Annual  Conference  (1877)  at  Antwerp^  of  the  Atfoci- 
aiion  for  the  Reform  and  Codification  of  ttie  Law  of  NatiooyB. 
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• 


in  extingaiBhiBg  a  fire  on  board  the  Bhip,  sh&U  be  general    Part  m. 
average ;  except  that  no  compensation  be  made  for  damage         °^ 
done  by  water  to  packages  which  have  been  on  fire.  0^^-  vin. 

4*  Cviiing  away  Wreck. — ^Loss  or  damage  caused  by    ConimMet^ 
cutting  away  the  wreck  or  remains  of  spars^  or  of  otha:    -^"^^^^^^ 
things  which  have  previously  been  carried  away  by  8ea<- 
peril,  shall  not  be  made  good  as  general  average. 

5.  VohrUary  Stranding. — When  a  ship  is  intentionally 
run  on  shore  because  she  is  sinking  or  driving  on  shore  or 
rocks,  no  damage  caused  to  the  ship,  the  cargo  and  freight, 
or  any  or  either  of  them,  by  such  intentional  running  on 
shore  shall  be  made  good  as  general  average. 

6.  Carrying  Press  of  Sail. — Damage  occasioned  to  a 
ship  or  cargo  by  carrying  a  press  of  sail  shall  not  be  made 
good  as  general  average. 

7.  Port  of  Refuge  Expenses, — ^When  a  ship  shall  have 
entered  a  port  of  refuge  under  such  circumstances  that 
the  expenses  of  entering  the  port  are  admissible  as  general 
average,  and  when  she  shall  have  sailed  thence  with  her 
original  cargo  or  a  part  of  it,  the  corresponding  expenses 
of  leaving  such  port  shall  likewise  be  admitted  as  general 
average ;  and,  whenever  the  cost  of  discharging  cargo  at 
such  port  is  admissible  as  general  average,  the  cost  of  re* 
loading  and  stowing  such  cargo  on  board  the  said  ship, 
together  with  all  storage  charges  on  such  cargo,  shall 
likewise  be  so  admitted. 

8.  Wages  and  Maintenanee  of  Grew  in  Port  of  Befuge. — 
When  a  ship  shall  have  entered  a  port  of  refuge  under 
the  circumstances  defined  in  Bule  7,  the  wages  and  cost 
of  maintenance  of  the  master  and  mariners,  from  the  time 
of  entering  such  port  until  the  ship  shall  have  been  made 
ready  to  proceed  upon  her  voyage,  shall  be  made  good  as 
general  average. 

9.  Damage  to  Oargo  in  Discharging. — Damage  done  to 
cargo  by  discharging  it  at  a  port  of  refuge  shall  not  be 
admissible  as  general  ayerage,  in  case  such  cargo  shall 
have  been  discharged  at  the  place  and  in  the  manner 
customary  at  that  port  with  ships  not  in  distress. 


Ineidanti, 
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PABTin.        10.  Contributory  Values. — ^The  contribution  to  a  general 

average  shall  be  made  npon  the  actual  values  of  the  pro- 

Cap.  viiL  perty  at  the  termination  of  the  adventure,  to  which  shall 
Cofdraeir^  be  added  the  amount  made  good  as  general  average  for 
property  sacrificed ;  deduction  being  made  from  the  ship- 
owner's freight  and  passage-money  at  risk  of  such  port 
charges  and  crew's  wages  as  would  not  have  been  incurred, 
had  the  ship  and  cargo  been  totally  lost  at  the  date  of  the 
general  average  act  or  sacrifice;  deduction  being  also 
made  from  the  value  of  the  property  of  all  charges  in- 
curred in  respect  thereof  subsequently  to  the  arising  of 
the  claim  to  general  average. 

11.  Loss  of  Freight, — In  every  case  in  which  a  sacrifice 
of  cargo  is  made  good  as  general  average,  the  loss  of 
freight,  if  any,  which  is  caused  by  such  loss  of  cargo,  shall 
likewise  be  so  made  good. 

12.  AmourU  to  he  made  good  for  Cargo. — ^The  value  to  be 
allowed  for  goods  sacrificed  shall  be  that  value  which  the 
owner  would  have  received,  if  such  goods  had  not  been 
sacrificed. 

The  York  and  Antwerp  rules,  however,  have  not  re- 
ceived the  approval  of  British  underwriters.  A  joint 
oommittee  was  appointed  to  consider  them,  composed  of 
twenty-two  members,  four  representing  the  committee  of 
Lloyd's,  eight  the  London  companies,  three  the  Liverpool 
underwriters,  two  the  Glasgow  underwriters,  and  one  the 
Australian  and  New  Zealand  Underwriters'  Association, 
under  a  resolution  passed  at  Lloyd's  on  the  26th  June, 
1878.  In  their  report  this  joint  committee  say  that  the 
proposed  extension  of  general  average  involves  a  transfer 
of  liabilities  belonging  to  the  shipowners  to  the  owners 
of  cargo,  and  that  they  do  not  see  on  what  grounds,  either 
of  justice  or  expediency,  such  a  transfer  is  in  itself  de- 
sirable. They  deprecate  on  principle  the  extension  of  the 
system  of  contribution  to  general  average.  They  acknow- 
ledge the  immense  importance  of  uniformity,  if  uniformity 
could  be  secured ;  but  they  consider  that  it  is  premature 
to  hope  even  for  such  uniformity  till  more  is  known  of 
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the  results  of  the  action  of  the  local  eoxnmittees  of  the  Pabt  m. 
association  which  met  at  Antwerp ;  and  the  report  con-  ^^' 
eludes  with  a  request  to  the  committee  of  Lloyd's  to  Cap.  vill. 
adhere  at  present  to  their  determination  not  to  give  their  CotUrnctr— 
sanction  as  a  corporation  to  the  York  and  Antwerp  rules  ■^«^*^^^ 
as  at  present  framed  and  put  forward  (a). 

With  regard  to  contracts  for  carriage  or  transit  by  land  Contracts  for 
and  sea,  it  is  obvious  that  it  may  be  often  left  very  doubt-  ^d^d  ^ 
fal  what  law  was  intended  by  the  parties  to  govern  the 
incidents  of  the  carriage  and  the  contingent  liabilities  of 
the  carriers.  The  question  arose  in  Cohen  y.  S&ulh-Eastem 
Railway  Company  (h)^  in  respect  of  a  contract  entered 
into  with  an  English  railway  company,  at  their  office  at 
Boulogne,  for  carriage  of  a  passenger  and  his  luggage 
from  Boulogne,  via  Folkestone,  to  London.  The  luggage 
fell  into  the  sea  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants* 
servants,  and  was  so  lost ;  and  the  question  arose  whether 
the  liability  of  the  defendants,  who  had  endeavoured  to 
limit  it  by  a  notice  on  the  back  of  the  passenger's  ticket, 
was  governed  by  English  or  French  law.  It  was  ulti- 
mately held  that  they  were  liable  by  English  law,  and  as 
the  defendants  did  not  deny  that  they  were  so  by  the  law 
of  France,  it  was  unnecessary  to  decide  the  question  of 
conflict.  Mellish,  L.  J.,  however,  in  the  Court  of  Appeal 
said,  *^  I  confess  for  my  own  part  that,  the  contract  being 
made  by  an  English  passenger  with  an  English  railway 
company  regulated  by  English  law,  I  should  have  sup- 
posed that  it  ought  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  England, 
and  be  taken  as  made  with  regard  to  the  law  of  England. 
And  the  more  so  for  this  reason,  that  Parliament  having 
passed  Acts  to  regulate  the  trafBc  by  both  railways  and 
steamboats,  when  the  steamboats  belong  to  the  railway 
company,  and  there  being  certain  clauses  in  these  Actii 
for  the  protection  of  passengers,  I  should  not  be  willing 
to  think  that  the  railway  company  could  escape  from  the 
stringency  of  those  Acts  by  having  a  booking  office  in  a 

(a)  Vid.  Law  Times.  July  13, 1878,  p.  202. 

(6)  L.  R.  1  Ex.  D.  217 ;  S.O.  on  appeal.  L.  B.  2  Ex.  D.  253. 


846  FOBEIQN  AND  DOKEBTIC  LAW. 

Paet  ni.    foreign  oonntry ;  the  object  being  to  carry  a  variety  of 

^'       traffic  which  was  intended  to  be  regulated  by  Parliament 

Cap.  VIII.    \^j  g^  gj^^  jjy  ii^jj »'  ^^y    j^  jg  piftin  that  the  real  force 

Contracts    of  this  argument  lies  in  the  consideration  that  the  pas- 

Jnoidenu,    genger  would  be  the  more  likely  to  have  contracted  with 

Cohen  r,         an  eye  to  the  English  law,  because  he  knew  that  the 

South-Eastern  -n      i»  -l  l-     x  h      ^ 

By.  Co.  company  was  an  English  oompany,  subject  generally  to 

English  law,  and  that  the  English  Legislature  had  passed 
certain  Acts  which  purported  to  regulate  the  object  for 
which  he  was  contracting.  The  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  however,  were  by  no  means  agreed  upon  this 
inference  of  intention.  Baggallay,  L.J.,  whilst  guarding 
himself  against  being  supposed  to  be  expressing  any  de- 
cided opinion,  intimated  that  it  appeared  to  him  that 
there  was  much  to  be  said  in  favour  of  the  law  of 
France  (h) ;  whilst  Brett,  L.J.,  the  third  member  of  the 
Courts  whilst  apparently  agreeing  with  Mellish,  LJ.,  that 
the  English  law  was  applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  par- 
ticular case,  where  the  journey  only  commenced  at  Boa- 
logne,  thought  it  probable  that  if  the  starting-place  had 
been  Paris  instead,  the  first  part  of  the  journey  at  any 
rate  would  have  been  governed  by  the  law  of  France  {e). 
It  has  been  already  pointed  out  that,  in  such  a  case,  the 
law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made  could  have 
no  right,  as  such,  to  assert  its  supremacy.  The  real 
question  would  be,  looking  at  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  the  thing  to  be  done,  the  situation  of  the  starting- 
point,  the  destination,  the  intermediate  distance,  the 
nationality  and  domicil  of  the  parties  contracting,  and  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  by  what  law  did  the  parties  intend 
that  the  unforeseen  incidents  of  their  contract  should  be 
governed?  It  may  be  remarked  that  in  the  particular 
case  under  discussion,  the  passenger  had  accepted  a  ticket, 
the  conditions  on  the  back  of  which  referred  to  the  com- 
pany's bye-laws;  and  inasmuch  as  these  bye-laws  derived 
their  force  and  authority  from  the  EngUsh  legislature, 

(a)  L.  R.  2  Ex.  D.  259,  260.  (h)  Ibid.  p.  261. 

(c)  Ibid.  p.  2G2. 
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this  would  seem  a  strong  argament  to  shew  that  the    PabtIIL 

parties  ought  to  have  intended  that  the  law  of  England        ^' 

should  govern  the  whole  transaction  (a).  There  is,  how-  Cat,  vin. 
ever,  another  principle  applicable  to  the  case  which  has  CarUraet^ 
not  yet  been  considered.  It  will  be  shewn  presently  that  "^^*^^ 
the  manner  and  extent  of  the  performance  of  a  contract 
are  referred  almost  universally  to  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  contract  is  to  be  performed.  The  contract 
of  a  carrier  is  performed  in  the  place  where  he  carries*  Carrier's 
not  in  the  place  whence  he  starts,  or  to  which  he  ig"^*'**^" 
destined.  It  may  reasonably  be  contended  that  he  con- 
tracts to  carry  in  the  manner  authorized  by,  and  with  the 
liabilities  for  negligent  carriage  imposed  by,  the  la'w  of 
the  country  through  which  the  transit  is  made ;  and  that 
in  such  a  journey  as  that  supposed,  from  Paris  to  London, 
the  French  law  would  apply  during  the  first  portion,  by 
railway  from  Paris  to  Boulogne;  and  the  English  law 
during  the  remainder,  when  the  passenger  and  his  lug« 
gage  was  on  English  soil,  or  on  board  an  English  ship. 
"  Whether  that  part  of  the  contract  which  has  to  be  per- 
formed in  France,"  said  Brett,  L.J.,  in  Oohen  v.  Souths 
Eastern  BaUway  Oompcmy  (&),  ^^  must  in  strictness  be  said 
to  be  performed  according  to  French  law,  I  know  not."  It 
would  certainly  not  be  inconsistent  with  principle,  and  it 
is  doubtful  if  it  would  even  be  inconvenient  in  practice, 
to  consider  that  the  parties  intended  the  liability  of  the 
oarrier  to  vary  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  through 
which  the  transit  was  made,  having  r^ard  to  the  fact 
that  the  ordinary  and  established  means  of  conveyance 
in  both  countries  were  made  use  of.  The  inference  of 
intention  would  of  course  be  quite  different  if  the  contract 
was  one  to  carry  by  private  and  special  means  through 
several  jorisdictions,  and  it  cannot  be  too  frequently  re- 
peated that  the  question  of  the  law  applicable  is  one  of 
intention  alone.    And  this  is  the  ground  upon  which  the 

(a)  See  PetdneuUxr  and  OrienUd  Co.  t.  Skand,  3  Moo.  P.  G.  KB.  272, 
291. 
(6)  L.  B.  2  Ex.  D.  253,  2G3. 
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decision  of  the  Privy  Council  in  The  Pminmilar  and 
Oriental  Company  y.  8hand  (a)  most  be  taken  to  have 
proceeded^  where  it  was  held  that  the  carrier's  liability, 
the  agreed  carriage  being  from  Southampton  to  Mauritius, 
via  Alexandria  and  Suez,  was  governed  by  English  law 
and  not  by  the  law  of  France,  which  was  in  force  at  the 
place  of  destination.  The  carriers  in  that  case  were  an 
English  company,  the  passenger  being  also  English  by 
nationality  and  (apparently)  domicil,  and  almost  the  whole 
of  the  transit  was  to  be  performed  in  one  of  their  ships, 
with  the  exception  of  the  railway  jonmey  etcioss  the 
isthmus  of  Suez.  The  effect  of  the  Egyptian  law,  however, 
was  hot  alluded  to,  and  nothing  in  fact  turned  upon  that 
part  of  the  journey.  The  Court,  in  giving  judgment,  after 
alluding  to  the  difficulty  of  saying  by  what  law  the  nature 
and  obligation  of  a  contract  was  to  be  governed,  and  the 
conflict  of  decisions  on  the  question,  stated  the  prima 
faeie  rule,  that  the  law  of  the  country  where  a  contract 
was  made  must  generally  be  taken  to  govern  as  to  its 
nature,  obligation,  and  interpretation,  and  that  the  parties 
must  be  understood  as  having  agreed  to  submit  them* 
selves  to  it,  and  proceeded  to  shew  how  the  intention  was 
directly  to  be  inferred  from  the  facts  before  them,  as 
follows :  '^  This  is  a  contract  made  between  British  sub- 
jects in  England,  substantially  for  safe  carriage  from 
Southampton  to  Mauritius.  The  performance  is  to  com- 
mence in  an  English  vessel  in  an  English  port;  to  be 
continued  in  vessels  which  for  this  purpose  carry  their 
country  with  them ;  to  be  fully  completed  in  Mauritius ; 
but  liable  to  breach,  partial  or  entire,  in  several  other 
countries  in  which  the  vessels  might  be  in  the  course  of 
the  voyage.  Into  this  contract,  which  the  appellants 
frame  and  issue,  they  have  introduced  for  their  own  pro* 
tection  a  stipulation,  professing  in  its  terms  to  limit  the 
liability  which,  according  to  the  English  law,  the  contract 
would  otherwise  have  cast  upon  them.  When  they  ten- 
dered this  contract  to  the  respondent,  and  required  his 

(a)  3  Moo.  P.  C.  N.S.  272. 
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signatare  to  it^  what  must  it  be  presumed  that  he  under-     Fart  m. 
stood  to  be  their  intention  as  to  this  stipulation  ?     What  ^™' 

would  any  reasonable  man  have  understood  that  they  Cap,  vin. 
intended?  Was  it  to  secure  to  themselves  some  real  Contraet-^ 
protection  against  responsibility  for  accidental  losses  of  ''^*^^^^' 
l^gg^o  Ai^d  for  damage  to  it ;  or  to  stipulate  for  some- 
thing to  which,  however  clearly  expressed,  the  law  would 
allow  no  validity?  This  question  leaves  untouched^  it 
will  be  observed^  the  extent  of  the  contemplated  protec- 
tion ;  it  asks,  in  effect,  was  it  intended  that  the  stipulation 
in  ease  of  an  alleged  breach  of  contract  should  be  con- 
strued by  the  rules  of  the  English  law,  which  would  give 
some  effect  to  it?  or  by  those  of  the  French  or  any  other 
law,  according  to  which  it  would  have  none,  but  be  treated 
as  a  merely  fruitless  attempt  to  evade  a  responsibility 
inseparably  fixed  upon  the  appellants  as  carriers?  •  •  • 
If  their  Lordships  take  the  respondent  to  have  understood 
the  intention  of  the  appellants  in  the  first  way,  they  must 
take  him  to  have  adopted  the  same  intention;  it  would 
be  to  impute  want  of  good  faith  on  his  part  to  suppose 
that  with  that  knowledge  he  yet  intended  to  enter  into  a 
contract  wholly  different  on  so  important  an  article ;  he 
could  not  have  done  this  if  the  intention  had  been  ex- 
pressed, and  there  is  no  difference  as  to  effect  between 
that  which  is  expressed  in  terms  and  that  which  is  implied 
and  clearlv  understood*     The  actual   intention  of  the 

m 

parties,  therefore,  must  be  taken  clearly  to  have  been  to 
treat  this  as  an  English  contract,  to  be  interpreted  ac- 
cording to  the  rules  of  English  law  "  (a). 

In  matters  relating  to  bills  of  exchange,  much  difficulty  Bills  of 
appears  to  have  been  felt  by  the  Courts  in  deciding  by  Exchange, 
what  law  the  nature  and  incidents  of  the  drawer's,  ac- 
ceptor's, and  indorser's  contract  respectively  are  to  be 
defined — a  difficulty  which  may  be  partly  due  to  the 
want  of  any  clear  distinction  between  the  abstract  nature 
of  the  obligation,  which  has  reference  to  no  particular 
place  (apart  from  the  intentioQ  which  it  is  necessary  that 

(o)  3  Moo.  P  C.  N.S.  291,  292. 
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Pabt  nL  the  law  should  presame),  and  those  incidents  which  arise 

'^^  from  acts  and  facts  to  be,  if  at  all,  in  some  particnkr 

Cap,  yiil  locality.    Westlake,  thongh  confessedly  here  not  alto- 

0>rUni«i—  gether  in  accordance  with  the  English  authorities,  is  in 

JneiderUs,  fg^youT  of  referring  all  questions  touching  the  obligation 

Liabiuty  of  and  liability  of  the  drawer  or  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange 

S^wlwjjge.  ^  ^®  ^*^  ^'  ^^^  place  where  his  contract  is  made  (a)  ;  and 
cites  AUen  ▼.  Kembie  Qj)  to  shew  that  the  contracts  of  the 
drawer  and  indorser,  as  well  as  that  of  the  acceptor,  ought 
to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  the 
obb'gation  first  attached.     It  must  be  remarked  of  the 
decision  in  AUen  y.  KenMe^  first,  that  the  dieia  of  Lord 
Kingsdown  in  the  judgment  were  in  reality  unnecessary 
to  the  case  before  the  Court  (e) ;  and  secondly,  that  the 
conclusion  drawn  from  them  by  Westlake  (§  228)  is  hardly- 
warranted  by  their  actual  terms.    In  Allen  v.  KenMe  the 
assignees  of  the  bankrupt  holder  of  a  bill  of  sale,  drawn 
and  indorsed  in  Demerara,  accepted  in  Scotland,  payable 
in  London,  sued  the  drawer  and  indorser  in  Demerara 
instead  of  the  acceptor,  in  order  to  avoid  a  set-off  which 
the  acceptor  had  against  the  bankrupt  holder.    By  the 
Roman-Dutch  law  then  in  force  in  Demerara,  a  surety  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any  cross  claim  which  the  prin- 
cipal may  have  against  the  creditor,  and  the  Privy  Council 
held  that  this  law  was  equally  applicable,  although  the 
liability  of  the  principal  arose  in  a  foreign  country.  Nothing 
turned  on  the  law  relating  to  bills  of  exchange,  and  the 
question  would  have  been  precisely  the  same  if  the  action 
against  the  parties  in  Demerara  had  been  brought  on  a 
guarantee  given  by  them  in  respect  of  goods  supplied  to 
.  a  party  in  England  {d).    The  case  is  simply  an  illustra- 
tion of  the  principle  which  has  already  been  fully  dis- 
cussed, that  the  law  of  the  place  where  a  contract  is  made 
is  jprima  facie  that  intended  to  define  the  contractor's 

(a)  §§  226,  227.  (h)  6  Moo.  P.  C.  314. 

(e)  See  per  Cockbnm,  C.J.,  RouquetU  y.  Overman,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  525, 
at  p.  540. 

(d)  Per  Cockburn,  C.J.,  in  Hovqutlie  v.  Overmany  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  at  p. 
541. 
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obligation ;  and  that  a  person  entering  into  a  contract  of     Pabt  in. 
suretyship  in  Demerara  expects  and  is  expected  to  have  *       — .' 
all  the  advantages,  if  sued  upon  default  of  the  principal  or    Cap.  Vin. 
in  his  place,  that  the  law  of  Demerara  gives  him.*  (kmtract-- 

It  is  in  reality  by  a  mere  application  of  this  rule,  that      ^     ^^' 
the  liability  of  a  drawer  and  of  an  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  Rate  of 
exchange  to  pay  interest,  when  sued  for  the  amount,  has  bui  of 
been  held  to  be  dependent  upon  the  law  of  the  place  Exchange. 
where  they  first  assumed  liability  at  all ;  i.e,,  where  their 
respective  contracts  were  made.    As  to  the  acceptor,  this 
was  held  as  long  ago  as  1840  by  Lord  Langdale  in  Gooper 
V.  Waldeffrave  (a)  ;  and  the  same  principle  has  since  been 
applied  to  the  contract  of  the  drawer  (6).    Not  merely  the 
liability  of  the  acceptor  to  pay  interest,  but  his  liability 
to  pay  at  all  on  his  shewing  that  he  bad  not  sufficient 
effects  of  the  drawer  in  his  hands  at  the  time  of  the 
acceptance,  was  referred  in  a  much  older  case  to  the  law 
of  the  country  where  the  acceptance  was  given  (c)  ;  and  it 
has  been  laid  down  in  a  modem  case,  that  all  questions 
of  the  acceptor's  liability  which  have  no  relation  to  the 
manner  of  performing  the  contract,  or  to  the  consequences 
of  non-performance,  depend  upon  the  same  law  (d).    So 
far  the  presumption,  that  no  law  is  in  the  mind  of  the 
parties,  but  the  law  of  the  place  of  contract,  is  not  inter* 
fered  with.    The  case  assumes  a  very  different  form  when 
the  incidents  of  payment,  dishonour,  protest,  and  notice, 
which  must  necessarily  arise  at  some  particular  place  and 
in  accordance  with  some  particular  law,  arise  to  complicate 
the  question. 

The  drawer  or  indorser  of  a  bill,  who  by  the  drawing  or  Contract  of 
indorsement  becomes  the  surety  for  the  due  performance  ^^J^*^ 
of  the  surety's  contract,  knows,  first,  that  the  payment  of 
the  bill  must  be  at  the  place  where  it  is  made  payable. 
Secondly,  he  knows  that  the  time  of  the  payment,  whether 

(o)  2  Beav.  282. 

(6)  Gibbs  V.  FremonU  9  Ex.  25 ;  22  L.  J.  Ex.  802. 
(c)  BurrowB  v.  Jemino^  2  Str.  733 ;   Wynne  v.  CaUendar,  1  Bobs.  295. 
See  also  Potter  v.  Brotcn^  5  East,  124. 
(rf)  Seoit  V.  PtlkingUm,  2  B.  &  S.  11,  44. 
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P^T  ra.    lengthened  or  not  by  days  of  grace,  is  to  be  determined  of 

'  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is  made  payable ;  and  when 

Cap,  vm.  i^  jg  accepted  generally,  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  the 
CorUrac^^  acceptance  (a).  Now  if  the  bill  is  not  paid  according  to 
*  the  law  of  the  place  of  payment,  when  presented  accord- 
ing to  that  law,  he,  the  surety,  will  become  liable  to  be 
called  upon  to  pay  in  place  of  the  principal.  Before, 
however,  he  can  be  so  caJIed  upon,  certain  preliminaries, 
in  addition  to  presentment  and  non-payment,  must  be 
fulfilled.  It  is  at  least  reasonable  to  presume  that  these 
incidents  of  naiV'paymetU  will  be  governed  by  the  same 
law  that  applies  to  all  the  incidents  of  paymmU.  It  is  the 
acceptor's  contract  that  he  guarantees,  and  he  may  &irly 
expect  that  the  performance  and  the  non-performance  of 
that  contract  will  be  defined  by  the  same  law — the  law  of 
the  place  where  it  ought  to  be  performed. 
Liabilities  of  ,  In  accordance  with  this  principle,  and  to  this  extent,  it 
acceptor  of  ^^  be^^^  held  that  the  obligations  of  the  drawer  and  in- 
^^^'  dorser,  as  surety,  are  to  be  measured  by  the  same  law 
as  the  obligations  of  the  acceptor  (b).  In  Bothsckild  ▼• 
Cwrrie  the  bill  was  drawn  in  England,  accepted  in  Paris, 
payable  there,  and  indorsed  in  England  to  the  plaintifiT. 
Upon  the  dishonour  of  the  bill  by  non-payment  on  pre- 
sentation, notice  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  in  England, 
and  transmitted  by  him  to  the  defendant,  who  had  indorsed 
the  bill  to  him.  Some  delay,  however,  had  occurred  about 
the  protest,  and  the  notice  to  the  defendant  of  dishonour, 
though  in  time  by  the  French  law,  was  too  late  by  the 
law  of  England.  An  action  having  been  brought  against 
the  defendant  as  indorser  and  surety,  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  inasmuch  as  the  notice  of 
dishonour  was  sufficient  by  French  law,  being  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  payment  was  to  have  been  made. 
Both  Westlake  (c)  and  Story  (d)  dissent  from  this  deci- 
sion, and  the  ground  upon  which  it  was  given,  considering 

(a)  Byles  on  Bills,  llth  ed.  pp.  398,  399;  Bouquette  v.  Overman,  L.  R. 
10  Q.  K  635.  636,  538,  542. 
(6)  Jiouq>i€tie  v.  Overman,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  525. 
(c)  ^\  estlake,  §  227.  (d)  Story  on  Bills,  §  296,  n. 
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that  the  contract  of  a  drawer  or  indoreer  is  to  be  governed  Fabt  m. 
by  the  law  of  the  place  where  he  affixes  his  name,  that  ^^"^ 
being  the  law  which  imposes  the  obligation  npon  him  once  ^^-  ^^^i, 
for  alL  The  principle  of  BotJisehUd  v.  Currie  (a)  is  oer-  Cont^aotr-^ 
tainly  defensible  npon  the  ground  which  it  has  been  above  •'**^^^- 
attempted  to  indicate,  and  has  since  been  followed  so  often 
as  to  stand  virtually  beyond  the  reach  of  criticism.  Hirseh- 
Jidd  V.  Smith  (Jb)  was  a  case  arising  ont  of  similar  circnm- 
stances,  the  question  beings  as  in  BcihsehUd  v.  OMrm,  Notice  of 
whether  a  notice  of  dishonour  was  sufficient  if  given  in |^c?e^yof. 
conformity  with  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  bill  was 
payable  only,  and  it  was  decided  in  the  same  way;  not 
only  upon  the  authority  of  the  previous  case,  the  probable 
accuracy  of  which  had  up  to  that  time  been  considered 
questionable,  but  upon  the  further  ground,  that  even 
assuming  the  indorser's  contract  to  be  governed  by  the 
law  of  England,  as  the  place  of  indorsement,  yet  the  law 
of  England  ought  to  accept  as  reasonable  notice  of  dis- 
honour such  notice  as  was  reqm'red  by  the  law  of  France, 
where  the  bill  was  payable.  This  is  in  effect  merely  what 
has  been  said  before,  that  according  to  English  views  of 
private  international  law,  the.  intention  of  the  indorser 
must  be  assumed  to  have  been  to  bind  himself  to  accept, 
as  reasonable  notice  of  dishonour,  notice  according  to  the 
law  of  the  country  where  the  bill  was  payable.  ''  The 
indorser  of  a  bill  accepted  payable  in  France,"  said 
Erie,  C.J.,  in  his  judgment,  ^^  promises  to  pay  in  the  event 
of  dishonour  in  France,  and  notice  thereof.  By  his  con- 
tract he  must  be  taken  to  know  the  law  of  France  relating 
to  the  dishonour  of  bills,  and  notice  of  dishonour  is  a 
portion  of  that  law."  Rouguette  v.  Overman  (e)  was  a  case 
in  which  the  real  question  was  again  that  which  had  been 
decided  in  BothschUd  v.  Cwrrie  (a),  but  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  law  of  the  place  of  payment  had  post* 
poned  the  presentation  for  payment  and  notice  of  dis- 
honour were  exceptional.     The  bill  was  drawn  and  in- 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  43.  (Jb)  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  840. 

(c)  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  525. 
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Past  xil    doned  in  England,  and  accepted  payable  in  France,  the 

day  for  payment  according  to  its  tenor  being  the  5th  of 

O^yiil'  October,  1870.  Pending  the  conency  of  the  bill,  the 
Omiftui—  Gterman  army  having  invaded  France,  the  Emperor  Napo- 
JmMenu.  j^^j^  iflsned  an  edict  extending  the  right  of  action  on  all 
negotiable  instmmenta  then  current  for  a  month,  and 
deferring  payment  for  that  time.  After  the  change  of 
government,  similar  laws  were  passed  from  time  to  time, 
and  published  by  the  executive  for  the  time  being,  forthor 
extending  the  period  of  delay  in  the  case  of  all  current 
negotiable  instruments,  the  effect  of  which  was  ultimately 
to  extend  the  day  of  payment  of  this  particular  bill  to 
the  5ih  of  September,  1871.  On  that  day  it  was  duly 
presented,  dishonoured,  and  protested ;  and  notice  of  dia- 
honour  and  protest  according  to  the  law  of  France  was 
sent  to  the  English  indorsee  (the  plaintiff),  and  through 
him  to  the  defendants,  the  drawers  .and  indorsers.  The 
plaintiff  having  paid  the  amount  due  on  the  bill  to  those 
to  whom  he  had  indorsed  it  over,  sued  the  defendants,  his 
indorsers,  for  indemnity ;  and  it  was  contended  that  they 
were  discharged,  inasmuch  as  the  bill  had  not  been  pre- 
sented for  payment  at  the  proper  time,  according  to  its 
tenor,  nor  had  notice  of  dishonour  been  then  given.  It 
was  held,  in  strict  accordance,  as  is  submitted,  with  Allen 
V.  KemUe  (a)  and  QibbB  v.  Fremont  (&)  no  less  than  with 
Boihachild  v.  Currie,  that  the  prop^  time  for  payment, 
and  the  proper  time  for  notice  of  dishonour,  was  the  time 
fixed  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  payment  was  to 
have  been  made ;  and  that  inasmuch  as  the  pres^itation, 
protest,  and  notice  of  dishonour  had  all  been  in  strict 
conformity  with  the  law  of  France,  though  eleven  months 
after  the  date  named  in  the  bill,  the  plaintiff  and  his 
indorsees  had  done  all  that  was  required  of  themy  and 
the  defendants  were  liable  upon  their  contract  as  indorsers* 
Acceptor  of  The  nature  and  obligation  of  the  contract  of  the  drawer 
bill— liability  j^j  jjuJorser,  and  the  amount  of  their  liability,  being  thus 
determined  prima  facie  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 

(a)  G  Moo.  p.  C.  314.  (//)  9  Ex.  25. 
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they  ODDtracted,  where  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  a  PabtIII. 

different  law  was  intended,  and  by  the  law  of  the  place  Z^ 

where  the  bill  is  accepted  payable,  in  all  matters  which  C)af.  viil 


relate  to  performance  or  non-performance  there  by  the  CmUract^ 
acceptor,  it  is  plain  that  the  acceptor's  contract  must  be  ^**^^* 
measured  by  similar  principles.  No  case  appears  to  have 
been  discossed  in  which  the  acceptor  has  accepted  in  one 
country  a  bill  payable  in  another;  but  in  analogy  with 
the  cases  just  cited,  it  would  seem  that  a  distinction  ought 
under  such  circumstances  to  be  drawn  between  his  abstract 
liability  to  pay  at  all  under  his  contract  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  incidents,  mode,  and  conditions  of  payment  on  the 
other.  The  question,  whether  he  ever  became  bound, 
would  be  decided  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  he  entered 
into  the  assumed  obligation ;  the  question  what  he  became 
bound  to  do,  by  the  law  of  the  place  in  which  he  became 
bound  to  do  it.  The  obligation,  however,  of  the  acceptor 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  is  not  in  every  sense  absolute.  It  is 
virtually  a  contract  to  pay  to  the  payee  or  his  order,  if  he 
makes  one,  that  is  to  pay  to  an  indcMrsee,  if  an  indorsement 
is  regularly  made.  The  question  then  arises,  what  is  a 
regular  and  sufficient  indorsement?  In  other  words, 
when  the  acceptor  (in  his  implied  contract)  used  the 
expression  indorsement,  what  description  of  indorsement 
was  meant? 

In  Trimbey  v.  VifftUer  (a)  a  promissory  note  was  drawn  indonement 
and  indorsed  in  blank  in  France,  and  the  action  was  ^j^^'^^j^^ 
brought  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker,  who  stands,  be  tested. 
of  course,  in  the  same  position  as  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of 
exchange.    By  the  French  law,  as  the  Court  understood 
it  on  the  evidence  submitted  to  them,  an  indorsement  in 
blank  was  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  sue  in 
his  own  name,  and  it  was  held  accordingly  that  he  could 
not  do  so  here.     In  other  words,  the  contract  of  the 
maker  of  the  note  was  to  pay  to  the  payee ;  or  if  an  in- 
dorsement was  made  according  to  the  law  of  France, 
then,  and  then  only,  to  the  indorsee.    The  question  of  the 

(a)  1  Bing.  N.  0. 151. 

2  A  2 
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pABTin.  right  of  an  indorsee,  under  an  indorsement  not  made 

^'^  aooording  to  the  law  of  France,  to  sae  in  his  own  name. 

Cap.  VM.  was  therefore  not  one  of  procednre  or  remedy  at  all,  but 

Contract^  touchod  the  Very  essence  of  the  maker's  contract ;  and 

inciderUi,  ^^  govemod  by  the  law  of  France,  where  that  contract, 

expressing  no  intention  to  adopt  the  provisions  of  any 

indonemeni  other  law,  was  made.    It  will  be  observed  that  in  this 

—Bofficiency  ^^^^  ^^  y jj  ^^  drawn  as  well  as  accepted  in  France ;  so 

that  the  question  whether  the  acceptor's  liability  to  pay 
on  indorsement  will  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  place 
of  acceptance  as  such,  is  left  nndecided  by  it  The  case 
of  LAd  y.  Tucker  (a)  was  the  exact  conyersa  There  the 
bill  was  drawn,  accepted,  and,  payable  in  England,  the 
blank  indorsement  only  being  made  in  France,  and  being 
ineffectual  by  French  law  to  transfer  the  right  of  action, 
according  to  the  same  view  of  that  law  as  that  taken  in 
Trinibey  y.  VigfUer  {h).  It  was  held,  in  strict  accordance 
with  the  principle  of  the  former  case,  that  the  contract 
of  the  acceptor  was  to  pay  to  an  order  valid  by  the  law  of 
England  (the  place  where  the  bill  was  drawn  and  ac- 
cepted); and  that  the  imperfection  of  the  indorsement 
according  to  the  law  of  France,  where  it  was  made,  was 
no  answer  to  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  ac- 
ceptor. The  ratio  decidendi  of  the  judgment  is  given  by 
Lush,  J.,  as  follows :  *'  The  defence  is,  that  the  indorse- 
ment was  made  in  France,  and  is  not  conformable  to  the 
law  of  France,  which  requires  that  the  indorsement  should 
bear  a  date,  and  express  the  consideration  for  the  indorse- 
ment and  the  name  of  the  indorsee.  The  question  is,  is 
that  any  answer  to  an  action  against  the  acceptor  of  an 
English  bill?  .  .  .  The  contract  on  which  the  present 
defendant,  the  acceptor,  is  sued,  was  made  in  England.  •  •  . 
His  contract,  if  expanded  in  words,  is,  'I  undertake,  at 
the  maturity  of  the  bill,  to  pay  to  the  person  who  shall 
be  the  holder  under  an  indorsement  from  you,  the  payee, 

(a)  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  77. 

(&)  1  BlDg.  N.  C.  151.  But,  ftcoording  io  GockburD,  C.J.,  in  Bradlawih 
V.  De  Btn,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  473,  475,  the  French  law  waa  migunderstood  by 
the  Court  in  tliat  case. 
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made  accordms:  to  the  law  merchant?'    How  can  that    PabtIII. 

Arrra 

contract  of  the  acceptor  be  varied  by  the  circumstance        .' 

that  the  indorsement  is  made  in  a  comitry  where  the  law  Oap.  vm. 
is  different  from  the  law  of  England  ?  The  bill  retains  Contract-- 
its  original  character ;  it  remains  an  inland  bill  up  to  the  ■'»»^«*^- 
time  of  its  maturity,  and  is  negotiable  according  to  Eng- 
lish law ;  and  by  the  English  law  a  simple  indorsement 
in  blank  transfers  the  right  to  sue  to  the  holder.  •  •  •  The 
judgment  in  Trimbey  v.  Vignier  proceeded  on  the  ground 
that  the  contract^  that  is,  the  contract  of  the  maker  of 
the  note,  haying  been  made  in  France,  must  be  goyerned 
by  the  law  of  France.  So  here,  the  contract  of  the  ac- 
ceptor, haying  been  made  in  England,  must  be  goyerned 
by  the  English  law.  It  would  be  anomalous  to  say  that 
a  contract  made  in  this  country  could  be  affected  by  the 
circulation  and  negotiation  in  a  foreign  country  of  the 
instrument  by  which  the  contract  is  constituted.  The 
original  contract  cannot  be  yaried  by  the  law  of  any 
foreign  country  through  which  the  instrument  passes  "  (a). 

The  above  reasoning  would  in  itself  appear  conclusively  indorsement 
to  shew  that  the  law  of  the  place  of  acceptance,  in  that  ^j^i^,^ 
right  alone,  must  determine  the  validity  of  any  indorse- 
ment of  a  bill ;  but  the  subsequent  case  of  Bradlaugh  v. 
De  Bin  (h)  has  resulted  in  leaving  the  question  in  a  most 
unsatiBfjEUstory  condition.  In  the  two  cases  which  have  just 
been  considered,  the  place  of  drawing  and  acceptance  was 
the  same,  being  in  the  first  France,  and  in  the  second 
England.  In  Bradlaugh  v.  Be  Bin  the  bill  was  drawn 
in  France  and  accepted  in  England.  The  holder  sued 
upon  an  indorsement  made  in  blank  in  France,  alleged 
to  be  imperfect  according  to  the  same  view  of  French 
law  which  the  preceding  cases  involved ;  and  the  question 
was  thus  directly  raised,  whether  the  law  of  the  place  of 
acceptance  alone  was  entitled  to  decide  the  validity  of 
the  transfer.  The  Court  was  divided,  Bovittj  G.J.,  and 
WiUii,  J.,  holding  that  it  was  not ;  and  that  inasmuch  as 

(a)  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  77,  st  p.  84. 

(6)  L.  B.  3  a  P.  538;  S.C.  on  appeal,  L.  B.  5  0.  P.  478. 
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Pabt  m.    the  bill  was  dra?m  and  indorsed  in  France,  and  the  in- 

doraement  was  insufficient  by  the  French  law  (aooofding 

Oat,  viu.  ^o  their  view  of  it)  to  transfer  the  drawer's  right  of  action 
Contract^  OB  betiffeen  the  drawer  (who  was  the  indorser)  and  £he  t »- 
Ineidenu  ^g^^  ^  ^gg  ^^q  iBBofficient  to  give  the  indorsee  any 
right  of  action  against  the  English  acceptor.  It  was  not 
noticed  by  the  majority  of  the  Court  that  this  reasoning, 
if  valid  at  all,  was  applicable  with  almost  equal  force  to 
the  drcnmstances  of  LelM  v.  Tueker  (a).  Montague 
Smith,  J.,  on  the  other  hand,  held  that  as  against  the 
English  acceptor^  the  French  indorsement^  though  im- 
perfect by  French  law,  was  sufficient;  adopting  in  full 
the  principle  laid  down  in  LeM  v.  TuekeTf  that  the  con- 
tract of  an  English  acceptor  in  England  was  to  pay  to 
any  order  or  indorsement  of  the  payee  which  was  valid 
by  the  mercantile  law  of  England.  The  Court  being  thus 
divided,  the  case  was  carried  to  appeal,  where  it  went 
off  upon  a  different  ground,  leaving  the  question  now 
under  consideration  untouched.  It  had  been  assumed  in 
all  the  preceding  cases  (b)  that  the  French  law  did  in  fact 
absolutely  disentitle  the  holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  under 
a  blank  indorsement  made  in  France,  from  suing  in  his 
own  name,  and  Articles  137  and  138  of  the  Code  du  Com- 
meroe  had  been  relied  on.  The  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber,  however,  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  this 
construction  of  the  French  law  was  wrong,  and  that  it 
had  not  been  shewn,  therefore,  that  the  blank  indorsement 
sued  on  in  BradJauffh  v.  De  Bm  was  insufficient  to  pass 
the  right  of  action  even  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it 
was  made.  It  was  conceded  that  such  an  indorsement 
effected  a  procuration,  and  Cockbum,  C. J.,  after  examin- 
ing the  French  authorities  (c),  pointed  out  that  such  a 
procuration  entitled  the  indorsee  to  sue  in  his  own  name, 
subject  only  to  the  contingency  that  cmy  defence  might 

(o)  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  77. 

(6)  Tnmbey  v.  Vignier,  I  Bing.  N.  G.  151 ;  Lebd  ▼.  IMeer,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B. 
77 ;  Bradlaugh  v.  De  Bin,  L.  B.  3  0.  P.  538. 

(c)  Code  du  Commerce,  Arts.  137, 138 ;  Paillet,  Manuel  de  Drail  Franfoiiy 
ii.  1140,  nn.  3-6;  Bedarride,  Lettre  de  Change,  L  p.  430,  $§  321-2. 
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be  used  agaiost  him  which  coald  have  been  maintaiiied    PabtIII. 
against  the  indorser.    The  decifiion  of  the  mfyority  of  the         °™' 
Court  below  was  consequently  reyersed,  but  no  confirma-    ^^-  ^^n* 
tion  was  thereby  given  to  the  opinion  otMontoffue  Smithy  J.,    Contract— 
on  the  question  of  the  conflict  of  law  ;  and  the  judgments    •^**^^^^- 
given,  indeed,  seem  studiously  to  have  avoided  any  inti- 
mation of  the  views  taken  by  the  judges  upon  it.    All 
that  was  decided  was  that  the  indorsement  was  sufficient 
to  gi?e  the  indorsee  a  right  of  action  ^ven  by  French  law, 
and  that  it  was  therefore  unnecessary  to  say  whether  he 
would  have  been  allowed  to  sue  here  if  that  had  not  been 
the  case. 

The  questLoui  therefore,  is  still  in  a  certain  sense  open  Acceptor's 
for  decision ;  Ld^ei  v.  Tuoker  (a)  being  a  strong  authority  to^SdOTaw^^ 
on  the  one  hand ;  and  the  decision  of  the  majority  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Fleas  in  Bradlaugh  v.  De  Rin  (h\ 
Montague  Smithy  J.,  dtsBentientey  on  the  other.  The  judg« 
ment  of  WUles,  J^  in  the  latter  case  proceeded  on  the 
ground,  as  has  been  said,  that  an  indorsement  imperfect 
by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is  made  is  inoperative  as 
between  the  indorser  and  indorsee,  and  therefore  cannot 
transfer  to  the  latter  the  right  of  the  indorser  to  sue  the 
acceptor.  This  argument  was,  however,  expressly  noticed 
and  dismissed  as  immaterial  in  Lebel  v.  Tucker  (o),  when 
the  real  question  was,  it  is  submitted,  correctly  pointed 
out.  What  did  the  acceptor  contract  to  do  ?  to  pay  on  an 
indorsement  good  according  to  the  law  of  England,  or 
only  on  an  indorsement  good  by  that  law  and  also  by  the 
law  of  the  particular  country  where  the  bill  happened 
to  be  where  the  indorsement  was  made?  It  seems  reason- 
able to  suppose,  in  accordance  with  the  reasoning  of 
Lush,  J.,  cited  above  (d),  that  no  other  law  but  that  of 
England  could  have  been  in  his  contemplation.  He  had 
no  reason,  apparently,  to  assume  that  the  bill  would  be 
indorsed  in  France ;  and  it  might  just  as  well  have  been 
carried  before  indorsement  to  Vienna  or  St.  Petersburg,  in 

(o)  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  77.  (c)  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  at  p.  83, 

(6)  L.  B.  3  C.  P.  538.  id)  Ante,  p.  356. 
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Pabt  m.  which  case  the  Austrian  or  Russian  law  would  hare  simi* 

.^  larly  claimed  to  regulate  the  validity  of  the  transfer. 

Cap.  vui.  With  the  rights  of  the  indorser  and  indorsee  inier  ss^  the 


Ckmtract—  acceptor  has  nothing  to  do ;  and  it  is  clear  that  no  drawer, 
incidenu.  ^^^  jj^  indorsed  and  parted  with  his  acceptance  for  valu- 
able consideration  and  in  conformity  with  tiie  English  law, 
would  be  entitled  to  sue  him  upon  it.  The  other  argu- 
ment usedy  that  the  bill  in  BraUaugh  v.  De  Bin  was 
French  in  its  inception,  and  regarded  as  foreign  by  the 
English  law  for  the  purpose  of  protest,  is  in  reality  opposed 
to  the  principle  it  was  cited  to  establish.  A  bill  drawn 
abroad  is  regarded  as  foreign  for  the  purpose  of  protest 
only  to  this  extent,  that  without  formal  protest  as  a  foreign 
bill,  no  action  can  be  maintained  against  the  drawer.  That 
is,  the  drawer^s  liability  is  measured  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  he  enters  into  his  contract;  and  upon  the 
same  principle,  so  should  be  the  liability  of  the  acceptor. 
ABsignabiiity  Closely  analogous  to  the  question  of  the  indorsement 
noto^"^*''^  abroad  of  bills  of  exchange,  is  that  of  the  transfer  by 
indorsement  or  assignment  of  promissory  notes.  Promis- 
sory notes  made  payable  to  bearer  pass  from  hand  to 
hand  in  England  under  a  statutory  provision  (3  &  4 
Anne,  c.  9),  and  the  contract  of  the  maker,  according  to 
English  law,  is  thus  to  pay  to  the  bearer ;  t .d,,  the  assignee 
by  mere  delivery  of  the  original  payee.  On  the  principle 
of  LAel  V.  Tucker  (a)  it  would  therefore  seem  that  the 
law  of  the  place  where  the  delivery  is  made  is  immaterial^ 
and  that  the  bearer  has  an  equal  right  to  sue  in  England 
though  the  transfer  to  him  was  by  that  law  ineffectual. 
And  accordingly  mBela  Ohaumette  v.  The  Bank  of  Eng^ 
land  (b)  it  was  held  that  a  promissory  note  made  in 
England  payable  to  bearer  was  transferable  by  mere  de- 
livery in  France.  It  was  not,  however,  shewn  or  found 
in  that  case  that  the  law  of  France  required  more  than  de- 
livery, though  it  was  apparently  assumed  that  it  did  sa 

(a)  L.  B.  8  Q.  B.  77.  But  see  contrhy  Bradtaugh  v.  De  Bin,  L.  B.  3  C.  P. 
538 ;  8.C.  L.  B.  5  0.  P.  473.« 

(&)  2  B.  &  Ad.  385 ;  eec  S.C.  9  B.  &  0.  208. 
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And  jt  may  be  also  remarked  that  in  Byles  on  Bills,  this    Fabt  ni. 
case  is  cited  for  the  limited  proposition  that  notes  or  bills       \^ 
payable  to  bearer,  made  and  payable  in  England,  are    Gap.YHC. 
transferable  by  delivery  abroad,  although  by  the  law  of    ckmtrwst^ 
the  country  where  the  transfer  takes  place  mere  ddivery    Jwcidewfa. 
is  inoperative  to  pass  the  right  of  action  (a).    It  is  diffi- 
culty however,  to  see  how  the  place  of  payment  is  material. 
A  note  made  in  England  derives  all  its  assignability  from 
the  English  law,  and  it  is  not  apparent  why  that  assign* 
ability  should  be  limited  because  the  maker  stipulates 
that  he  shall  only  be  called  upon  to  pay  in  a  different 
country.    The  manner  and  mode  of  payment  are  no  doubt 
meaaxired  by  that  law  (6),  as  all  other  questions  connected 
with  the  performance  of  the  maker's  contract ;  but  his 
original  liability  to  pay  the  bearer,  to  whom  the  property 
has  passed  by  proper  transfer,  has  no  more  to  do  with  per- 
formance than  his  liability  to  the  payee ;  and  the  law  of 
the  place  where  his  contract  is  made  has  as  much  claim  to 
govern  one  liability  as  the  other. 

It  may  be  remarked  that  it  was  held  on  more  than  one  Effect  of  3  & 
occasion  that  the  English  statute  (3  &  4  Anne,  c.  9)  ren-  ^^'  ^' 
dering  promissory  notes  transferable,  applied  to  notes 
made  without  the  jurisdiction  {c).  Those  decisions,  how- 
ever, were  simply  given  upon  the  words  of  the  statute, 
which  provided  that  '^  all  notes  "  should  be  negotiable  in 
the  manner  specified;  and  was  interpreted  as  meaning 
that,  within  the  jurisdiction,  all  notes  which  came  under 
the  descriptive  words,  without  regard  to  the  place  of  their 
making,  should  be  transferable  accordingly.  **  It  is  for 
the  advantage  of  commerce,"  the  Court  said  in  the  latter 
case,  ^that  foreign  as  well  as  inland  bills  should  be  nego- 
tiable." No  question  of  international  law  is  necessarily 
involved  in  this  interpretation,  unless  it  had  been  shewn, 
which  it  was  not,  that  the  law  of  the  country  where  the 

(a)  Byles  on  Bills,  9th  ed.  p.  401 ;  and  see  Gof^ier  v.  MieviUe,  8  B.  ft  0. 
45. 

(ft)  Infrh,  p.  869. 

(c)  BenOey  v.  NarOumae,  Moo.  &  M.  66;  MUne  v.  Graham,  1  B.  &  0. 
192.  See,  however,  ootUra,  Carr  y.  Shaw,  cited  in  Bajlej  on  Bills,  4Ui 
od.  22. 
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Pakt  III.  note  was  made  absolutely  prohibited  its  negotiability.    In 

^^^  a  country  where  such  a  prohibition  existed,  a  note  in  such 

Cap.  VIII.  a  form  ^8  to  come  within  the  promions  of  the  statute 

(hntraei-^  would  nevor  have  been  made  at  all. 
Jwctdfflto.        j^  j^^  i^^j^  g^^  aboye  (a),  that  the  oontiaot  of  the 

Agreement  to  acceptor  of  a  bill  is  to  be  goyemed  by  the  law  of  the  place 
accept  biu.  ^f  acceptance,  following  the  primA  facie  rule  that  contract- 
ing parties  intend  their  liability  to  be  regulated  by  the 
law  of  the  place  where  it  is  created.  This  doctrine  has 
been  extended  from  the  contract  of  acceptance  to  the 
mere  agreement  to  accept  In  SeoU  v.  Piikington  (h)  the 
action  was  brought  on  an  American  judgment,  the  origri- 
nal  claim  in  America  being  against  the  defendants  for 
breach  of  a  contract  made  in  New  York  to  honour  accept- 
ances of  third  parties,  from  whom  the  plaintiffs  had 
purchased  bills  drawn  on  the  faith  of  the  defendants'  pro- 
mise. The  defendants  resided  in  England,  and  their  con- 
tract was  accordingly  to  accept  the  bills  there;  but  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  American  tribunal 
had  rightly  applied  the  law  of  New  York  to  their  liability, 
and  that  it  was  therefore  unnecessary  to  decide  how  &r  a 
foreign  judgment  may  be  examined  for  a  mistake  in 
English  or  private  international  law  (o).  **  The  question 
at  issue,"  said  Cockbum,  O.J.,  "  has  no  relation  to  the 
manner  of  performing  the  contract^  or  to  the  consequences 
of  non -performance  ....  It  is  contended  that  the  law  of 
England,  as  that  of  the  place  of  performance,  ought  to 
preyaiL  We  are  of  a  contrary  opinion,  it  appearing  to  us 
that  the  question  of  the  defendants'  liability  must  be 
determined  by  the  leas  loei  eoniraehis"  It  was  stated  in 
the  course  of  the  judgment  that  if  the  promise  of  the 
defendants  had  been  given  in  England,  the  English  law 
would  not  have  held  them  liable  to  third  parties  who 
should  purchase  bills  drawn  on  them  for  acceptance  from 
the  drawers;  but  that  liability  was  imposed  by  the  law 
of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made,  and  it  was 

(a)  Ante,  p.  352.  (6)  2  B.  &  B.  11. 

(o)  Infra,  Chap.  XI. 


COKTBAGTS.  868 

held  tbat  tbe  American  Court  had  rightly  applied  that    PabtIIL 
law.  ^ 

The  divergencies  in  the  law  of  different  States  relating    Cap.  vnL 
to  Bills  of  EzchangOi  and  the  resulting  inconveniences,    Om^xiot^ 
gave  rise  to  considerable  discussion  at  the  firemen  and    ^^^^^^^ 
Antwerp  Conferences  (1876  and  1877)  of  the  Association 
for  the  Codification  and  Befonn  of  the  Law  of  Nations ; 
and  it  may  be  of  interest  to  quote  the  code  of  rules  to  Code  of 
regulate  this  subject  which  was  adopted  at  the  last  Con-  ^^^nis  ^^ 
ference,  as  given  in  the  Beport  for  that  year  of  the  Asso-  Bzohange. 
ciation.  The  subject  is  to  be  reconsidered  at  the  Frankfort 
Conference  of  1878. 


Prindpleafor  an  Intemaiiondl  Law  to  govern  BUb  of 

Exchange. 

1.  The  capacity  to  contract  by  means  of  a  Bill  of 
Exchange  shall  be  governed  by  the  capacity  to  enter  into 
a  contract  generally. 

2.  To  constitute  a  Bill  of  Exchange  it  shall  be  neces- 
sary to  insert  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  the  words 
^  Bill  of  Exchange  "  or  their  equivalent. 

3.  It  shall  not  be  obligatory  to  insert  on  the  face  of  the 
instrument^  or  on  any  indorsement,  the  words  ^  Value 
received,"  nor  to  state  the  consideration. 

4.  Usances  shall  be  abolished. 

5*  The  validity  of  a  Bill  of  Exchange  shall  not  be 
affected  by  the  absence  or  insufBciency  of  a  stamp. 

6.  A  Bill  of  Exohange  shall  be  deemed  negotiable  to 
order,  unless  restricted  in  express  words  on  the  face  of  the 
instrument  or  on  an  indorsement 

7.  The  making  of  a  Bill  of  Exchange  to  ^  bearer  **  shall 
not  be  allowed. 

8.  The  rule  of  law  of  diskmUa  loci  shall  not  apply  to 
Bills  of  Exchange. 

9.  A  Bill  of  Exchange  shall  be  negotiable  by  blank 
indorsement. 

10.  The  indorsement  of  an  overdue  Bill  of  Exchange 
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Past  III.    which  has  not  been  duly  protested  for  dishonour  for  non- 


AOTB. 


payment  shall  convey  to  the  holder  a  right  of  recourse 
Cap.  VIII.    only  against  the  acceptor  and  indorsers  subsequent  to  due 


Contract—    date.     Where  due  protest  has  been  made,  the  holder 
inciderus,     gj^^jj  Qj^]y  poggegg  the  rights  of  the  indorser  to  him  against 

the  acceptor,  drawer,  and  prior  indorsexs. 

11.  The  acceptance  of  a  Bill  of  Exchange  must  be  in 
writing  on  the  face  of  the  Bill  itself.  The  signature  of  the 
drawee  (without  additional  words  (a))  shall  constitute 
acceptance,  if  written  on  the  face  of  the  Bill. 

12.  The  drawee  may  accept  for  a  less  sum  than  the 
amount  of  the  Bill. 

13.  In  case  of  dishonour  for  non-acceptance  or  for  con- 
ditional acceptance,  the  holder  shall  have  an  immediate 
right  of  action  against  the  drawer  and  the  indorsers  for 
payment  of  the  amount  of  the  Bill  and  expenses,  less 
discount. 

14.  The  cancellation  of  a  written  acceptance  shall  be  of 
no  effect. 

15.  Where  the  acceptor  shall  have  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  before  due  date,  the  holder  shall  have  an  im- 
mediate right  of  action  against  the  drawer  and  indorsers 
for  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  Bill  and  expenses,  lees 
discount. 

16.  No  days  of  grace  shall  be  allowed. 

17.  The  holder  of  a  Bill  of  Exchange  shall  not  be 
bound,  in  seeking  recourse,  by  the  order  of  succession  of 
the  indorsements,  nor  by  any  prior  election. 

18.  Protest,  or  noting  for  protest,  shall  be  neoessary  to 
preserve  the  right  of  recourse  upon  a  Bill  of  Exchajige 
dishonoured  for  non-acceptance  or  for  non-payment. 

19.  De&ult  of  notice  of  dishonour  for  non-acceptance 
or  non-payment  shall  not  entail  upon  the  holder  or  other 
parties  to  a  Bill  of  Exchange  the  loss  of  their  right  of 
recourse  for  the  amount  of  the  Bill,  but  the  defaulting 

(a)  See  Hindkaugh  v.  Blakeyj  L.  R.  3  C  P.  D.  136,  to  meel  vhich 
decision  a  biU  has  been  intioduoed  into  Pailiament  in  the  pieaont  Beasion 
(1878). 
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party  shall  nevertheless  be  liable  for  any  damage  occa-    Pabt  hi. 
sioned  by  such  default,  .' 

20.  The  time  within  which  protest  must  be  made  shall  Cap.  VIIL 
be  extended  in  the  case  of  vis  major  daring  the  time  Owrfrace— 
of  the  cause  of  interruption,  but  shall  not  in  any  event  •**'^|^^- 
exceed  a  short  period  of  time  to  be  fixed  by  the  code. 

21.  No  annulling  clause  need  be  inserted  in  duplicates. 

22.  A  simultaneous  right  of  action  on  a  Bill  of  Ex^ 
change  shall  be  allowed  against  all  or  any  one  or  more  of 
the  parties  to  the  Bill. 

23.  The  surety  upon  the  Bill  (dormeur  d'aval)  shall 
be  primarily  liable  with  the  person  whose  surety  he  is. 

24.  The  capacity  of  a  foreigner  to  contract  by  means  of 
a  Bill  of  Exchange  shall  be  governed  by  the  law  of  his 
country ;  but  a  foreigner  who  enters  into  a  contract  of 
exchange,  being  incapable  of  binding  himself  by  such  a 
contract  in  his  own  country,  shall  be  bound,  if  he  is 
capable  of  binding  himself  by  such  a  contract  under  the 
law  of  the  country  in  which  he  contracts. 

25.  In  the  forgoing  articles  the  term  '*  Bill  of  Ex- 
change'' shall  include  *' promissory  note,"  where  such 
interpretation  is  applicable;  but  *^ promissory  note*'  shall 
not  apply  to  coupons,  banker's  cheques,  and  other  similar 
instruments  in  those  countries  where  such  instruments  are 
classed  as  promissory  notes. 

Agency. — It  has  been  seen  that  the  obligation  of  a  con-  Aathority  of 
tract,  throughout  the  incidents  of  its  development,  bat  ex-  *^'*** 
eluding  all  questions  which  relate  to  performance,  depends 
upon  the  law  to  which  the  contracting  parties  intended  to 
submit  themselves  for  the  purposes  of  their  contract ;  and 
that  this  law  will  be,  in  the  majority  of  cases,  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  contract  was  made.  When,  however, 
a  man  contracts  by  his  agent  in  a  foreign  country,  the 
question  of  the  extent  of  that  agent's  authority,  and  of 
the  liability  of  the  principal  on  his  agreements,  presents 
itself  as  a  distinct  part  of  the  obligation  between  the  prin- 
cipal and  the  person  with  whom  he  has  contracted.      The 
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Past  m.    caaes  have  been  already  considered*  which  relate  to  the 

authority  of  a  master  of  a  ship  in  a  foreign  port  to  pledge 

Cap.  vnL    the  credit  or  property  of  the  owners  of  ship  or  cargo  (a), 

c&ntraci^   OF  to  disposo  of  either  by  sale.    It  was  shewn,  however, 

ineiderUi,     |||^^  fjr^Q  roles  by  wMch  the  agency  of  a  ship-master  are 

goyemed  are  in  themselyes  peculiar,  and  not  necessarily 

applicable  to  the  case  of  an  agent  who  stands  in  no  sach 

exceptional  position.    The  ordinary  role  of  course  is,  that 

Contract  by    the  man  who  contracts  in  a  foreign  place  by  an  agent 

agent  a  road.  ^^^^  ^  ^^  point  of  law  by  himsclfp    Qui  famt  per  aUiun 

facii  per  ee.  ^  If  I,  residing  in  England/'  said  Lord 
Lyndburst^ ''  send  down  my  agent  to  Scotland,  and  he 
makes  contracts  for  me  there,  it  is  the  same  as  if  I  myself 
went  there  and  made  them  "  Q>).  And  on  this  principle 
it  would  seem  that  if  once  you  clothe  a  man  with  general 
authority  to  represent  himself  as  your  agent  in  a  foreign 
country,  those  who  contract  with  him  there  may  fiEiirly 
presume  that  he  is  your  agent  in  the  sense  in  which  their 
local  law  interprets  the  term.  In  the  absenoe  of  anything 
to  indicate  a  contrary  intention,  they  may  be  also  taken 
to  have  supposed  that  the  contract  with  you  as  principal, 
as  well  as  the  relation  between  principal  and  agent,  would 
be  governed  by  that  law.  When  the  agent  is  the  master 
of  a  ship,  the  fact  that  she  flies  a  foreign  flag  is,  on  the 
principle  of  Hoyd  v.  Ouibert  (c),  sufficient  to  indicate  an 
exceptional  intention  that  the  obligation  of  the  contract 
shall  not  be  governed  by  the  local  law.  In  such  cases,  as 
before  explained,  the  law  of  the  flag  is  taken  to  be  that 
to  which  both  parties  have  submitted  themselves  for  the 
purposes  of  their  contract;  but  in  the  cases  of  ordinary 
mercantile  agency  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  a  similar 
intention.  It  may  be  added  here,  that  in  the  case  of 
bottomry  bonds  at  least,  it  is  assumed  to  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  parties  that  not  only  the  obligation  and 

(a)  Ante,  pp.  327.  331 ;  LLoyd  v.  GuibeH,  L.  R.  1  Q.B.  115. 

(b)  Paitisan  ▼.  MiUs,  1  Dow  &  CI.  342,  363. 

(c)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  115;  ante,  p.  315;  The  Osmanli,  7  Notes  of  Case.  322, 
335  ;  The  North  Star,  29  L.  J.  Ad.  73, 70 ;  27*<j  Nelson,  1  Hagg.  Ad.  169 ;  aee 
Urodic's  note  to  Stair's  Inst  ii.  955,  cited  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  286  b. 
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incideiits,  but  the  formalities  of  the  contraet^  should  be    Past  iil 

goyemed  by  English  law  (a).    The  aathor  last  cited  pro-       * 

tests  against  the  attempt  to  control  such  cases  as  those  of    Cap,  vin. 
foreign  bottomry  bonds  by  any  principles  of  private  inter-    Contract^ 
national  law,     English  maritime  law,  according  to  his    ^^^^^j^^ 
view,  is  not  a  municipal  law  at  all,  and  is  therefore  not  English 
included  in  a  subject  which  treats  of  the  conflict  of  muni- 
cipal laws  alone;  though  it  is  admitted  that  Story  ex- 
presses a  practical  dissent  from  this  view.    It  is  difficult, 
indeed,  to  see  how  it  is  consistent  with  any  logical  classi- 
fication of  law  whatever.    Municipal  law  is  properly  all 
law,  written  or  unwritten,  enacted  or  adopted  by  a  sove- 
reign State  for  the  use  of  its  own  Courts,  or  developed  by 
those  Courts  from  such  enactments  and  adoptions.  Private 
international  law  is  the  system  or  collection  of  principles 
on  which  the  Courts  of  any  particular  State  act»  when  one 
or  more  foreign  municipal  laws  claim  to  compete  with 
the  municipal  law  of  their  own  government^  and  when  it 
is  doubtful  how  far  the  domestic  municipal  law  which 
those  Courts  are  primarily  bound  to  obey  was  intended  to 
apply  to  the  particular  circumstances^  subject-matter,  or 
persons  of  the  litigation.     Theoretically  speaking,  this 
system  or  ooUeotion  of  principles  is  the  same,  or  should 
be  the  same,  in  the  courts  of  all  civilised  States;  and  so 
far  as  uniformity  is  attained  or  attainable,  the  subject  of 
private  international  law  approaches  to  the  dignity  of  a 
science.     According  to  this  view,  all  principles  of  law 
must  be  either  municipal  or  international,  and  English 
maritime  law  appears  plainly  to  be  a  compound  of  both ; 
differing  not  at  all,  in  this  particular,  from  English  mer- 
cantile law  and  many  other  branches  of  jurisprudence. 
It  is  owing  to  the  nature  of  its  subject-matter  that  so 
much  of  the  municipal  law  contained  in  it  has  been 
borrowed  from  foreign  sources;   and  that  a  conflict  of 
municipal  laws,  to  be  solved  by  the  principles  of  private 
international  law,  so  often  arises  in  its  administration. 
The  attempt,  however,  to  treat  English  maritime  law  as 

(a)  Maolachlan  on  Shipping,  p.  16C. 
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PABTin. 

AOTB. 


Cap.  VIIL 


Contract — 
IneidenU, 


English  agent 
of  foreign 
merchant 
regarded  as 
principal. 


something  anomalons  and  distinct  in  itself  (a)  appears 
illogical  and  unnecessary. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of  foreign  agents,  an  ex- 
ception bas  been  grafted  by  the  English  mercantile  law 
on  the  ordinary  law  of  agency,  which  it  will  be  as  well  ta 
notice  in  this  place.  The  rule  that  an  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal is  liable  on  the  contracts  which  are  entered  into  hj 
his  agent  on  his  behalf,  has  been  held  not  to  be  applicable 
to  the  case  of  a  foreign  constituent  contracting  by  an 
English  commission  merchant  in  this  country.  "It  is 
well  known  in  ordinary  cases,  where  a  merchant  resident 
abroad  buys  goods  here  through  an  agent,  that  the  seller 
contracts  with  the  agent,  and  there  is  no  contract  or 
privity  between  him  and  the  foreign  principal "  (i).  The 
nature  of  this  exception  is  better  explained  in  ArvMiirmff 
y.  Stokes  (o),  where  it  is  said  by  Blackburn,  J.,  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  Court,  ^'  The  great  inconvenience  that 
would  result  if  there  were  privity  of  contract  established 
between  the  foreign  constituents  of  a  commission  merchant 
and  the  home  suppliers  of  the  goods  bas  led  to  a  course  of 
business,  in  consequence  of  which  it  has  been  long  settled 
that  a  foreign  constituent  does  not  give  the  commission 
merchant  to  pledge  his  credit  to  those  from  whom  the 
commissioner  buys  them  by  his  order  and  on  his  account. 
It  is  true  that  this  was  originally  (and  in  strictness  is 
perhaps  still)  a  question  of  fact ;  but  the  inconvenience  of 
holding  that  privity  of  contract  was  established  between  a 
Liverpool  merchant  and  the  grower  of  every  bale  of 
cotton  which  is  forwarded  to  him  in  consequence  of  his 
order  given  to  a  commission  merchant  at  New  Orleans,  or 
between  a  New  York  merchant  and  the  supplier  of  every 
bale  of  goods  purchased  in  consequence  of  an  order  to  a 
London  commission  merchant,  is  so  obvious  and  so  well 
known,  that  we  are  justified  in  treating  it  as  a  matter  of 


(a)  Maolaclilan  on  Shipping,  pp.  16&>168 ;  see  on  this  question,  lAoyd 
V.  GuiheH,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  125 ;  Tlie  Segredo,  1  Eccl.  &  Ad.  45;  The  flow*- 
hurg,  33  L.  J.  Ad.  116 ;  The  Patria,  L.  B.  3  A.  &  E.  461. 

(h)  Smyth  v.  Andermn,  18  L.  J.  C.  P.  109 ;  7  C.  B.  33. 

(c)  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  598,  605. 
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law,  and  Buying  that»  in  the  absence  of  evidenoe  of  an    Part  ijo. 

express  authority  to  that  effeot,  the  commission  agent       

cannot  pledge  his  foreign  conirtitaent's  credit."     Both    Cap,  vin. 
these  cases  were  recognised  and  adopted  in  Sutton  y*    Coniract'^ 
BvHock  (a),  and  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  Keating,  J^  -P«/ormaiictf. 
intimated  that  the  question  was  not  wholly  one  of  fact, 
inasmuch  as  the  presumption  of  law  was  against  holding 
that  an  English  agent  had  authority  so  to  bind  his  foreign 
principaL    These  cases  would  no  doubt  be  followed,  even 
though  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  foreign  principal 
was  domiciled,  or  from  which  he  sent  authority  to  the 
English  agent,  imposed  upon  him  the  liability  which  the 
English  law  does  not.    Except  in  the  event  of  such  an 
additional  element  for  consideration  being  introduced,  the 
principle  on  which  they  rest  does  not  strictly  belong  to 
the  domain  of  private  international  law, 

(3.)  Performance  of  the  Contrcust. — The  performance  of  a  Performanoe 
contract,  when  a  special  place  for  performing  it  is  expressly  by^J^^^* 
or  impliedly  agreed  upon,  is  regulated  as  to  mode,  time,  foZtaionis. 
and  conditions  by  the  law  of  that  place  (&)•  This  is  of 
course  in  accordance  with  the  intention  of  the  parties ;  for 
to  whatever  law  they  may  be  presumed  to  have  submitted 
themselves  as  far  aa  the  formalities  of  the  contract  are 
concerned  (o),  or  the  unforeseen  incidents  which  may 
arise  out  of  the  obligation  ((2),  it  can.  hardly  be  doubted 
that  those  who  contract  that  a  thing  shall  be  done  in  a 
particular  place  intend  it  to  be  done  in  the  manner  pre* 
scribed  by  the  law  of  that  place,  and  no  other.  Where  no 
place  of  performance  is  agreed  upon,  expressly  or  by  im- 
plication, the  intention  is  presumed  to  be  that  the  contract 
shall  be  performed  where  it  was  entered  into,  and  where 
the  promisor  assumed  his  liability  (a).  Thus  we  have 
seen,  in  the  case, of  a  bill  of  exchange,  that  the  contract 

(a)  L.  B.  8  Q.  B.  331 ;  S.C.  L.  B.  9  Q.  B.  572. 

(ft)  P€r  Tindal,  C.J.,  in  Trimbey  v.  Vignier,  4  M.  &  S.  695,  704. 

(c)  Anie,  p.  275.  (d)  Ante,  pp.  298,  311. 

(6)  Don  V.  Lippmany  5  01.  &  F.  1, 12,  per  Lord  Bioagham.  It  appears 
from  this  case  that  tbio  Scotch  law  undor  similar  circumstances  considers 
the  place  of  intended  p<Tformanco  to  be  that  of  the  promiaer'a  domioil 
when  the  time  for  performance  arrives. 

2  B 
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Fast  Kit    of  an  aooeptor  or  indoner  is  gOTatned,  bo  fiir  as  the  time 

and  mode  ct  payment  is  oonoemed,  by  the  law  of  the 

Cap.  VIII.  place  where  the  aooeptanoe  was  given  or  the  indorsement 
CMnMf—  made  (a).  When,  however,  a  hill  is  aooepted  payable  at 
Pmfnmimt  ^  particular  place,  the  contract  of  the  acceptor  is  to  pay 
there  and  nowhere  else ;  and  all  the  incidents  of  payment, 
such  as  the  right  to  an  extension  of  the  time  by  days  of 
inadeBti  «r  grace  (b),  or  the  sufficiency  of  notice  of  dishonour  (e),  are 
tacitly  submitted  to  the  operation  of  the  law  of  that  place. 
The  liability  of  the  debt  to  carry  interest^  and  the  rate  at 
which  that  will  be  calculated,  will  similarly  depend  upon 
the  law  of  the  place  where  payment  is  to  be  made  (d) ; 
which  will  be,  as  already  pointed  out,  the  place  where  the 
contract  for  payment  was  made  if  no  special  place  of  pay- 
ment was  agreed  upon.  The  old  cases  upcm  the  questioa 
of  the  lawful  rate  of  interest  in  cases  of  a  conflict  of  law 
upon  that  point,  are  collected  by  Westlake  (0),  but  hate  lost 
much  of  th^  importance  since  the  usury  laws  have  been 
repealed ;  but  it  has  been  decided  that  in  the  event  of  a 
subsequent  contract  in  consideration  of  forbearance  for  s 
higher  rate  of  interest  than  that  originally  stipulated  for, 
entered  into  in  a  comtry  whose  usury  laws  differ  firom 
those  of  the  place  of  the  first  agre^nent^  the  law  of  the 
place  of  the  new  contract  will  prevail ;  both  in  the  case 
where  it  permits  a  higher  rate  (/),  or  imposes  a  lower 
rate  (^),  than  the  law  of  the  original  agreement.  So  a 
payment  of  a  smaller  sum  in  satisiGRCtion  of  the  whole, 
though  not  sufficient  to  discharge  the  debtor  according  to 
our  law  (&),  has  been  held  sidKcient  to  discharge  the 
drawer  of  a  bill,  and  therefore,  it  would  seem,  the  ac- 

(a)  Ante,  pp.  352-855 ;  Cooper  v.  WcUdegrave,  2  Beav.  282 ;  Bwrowe  ▼. 
JenUno,  2  8tr.  738;  PoOery,  Brown,  15  Ettit,  124;  Bou^nette  ▼.  OMnnam 
L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  525. 

(5)  Byles  on  Bills,  11th  ed.  pp.  898,  899. 

(o)  RoUuehUd  t.  Currie,  1  Q.  B.  48 :  HirtehfiM  v.  Smiih,  L.  R.  1  G.  P. 
840 ;  Rouqaette  t.  Overman,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  525. 

((2)  Fergueon  t.  Fi/ffe,  8  CI.  ft  F.  121;  Ekine  ▼.  E,  L  Co.  1  P.  Wms. 
895 ;  Thomptan  ▼.  Powles,  2  Slmona,  194. 

(e)  Westlake.  $  206. 

(/>  CbfMMT  ▼.  BeOamoni,  2  Atk.  (Gas.  temp.  Hardw.)  882. 

(a)  Dewar  ▼.  Snan,  8  T.  R.  425. 

(A)  Comber  ▼.  Wane,  1  Sm.  L.  G.  841,  and  notes. 
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ceptor,  when  made  in  the  oonntey  where  the  bill  was    PabtIII. 

drawn,  and  there  regarded  as  a  good  and  effectual  acoord       

and  satisfaction  (a).     The  question  of  the  proper  law    Oaf.  YUL 

applicable  to  the  performance  of  a  different  kind  of  eon-    Ckmtradr-^ 

tract  arose  in  a  case  which  has  already  been  referred  ^^/oj^wawcc. 

to  (b)y  where  a  railway  company  had  entered  into  a  con* 

tract  at  Boulogne  for  the  conyeyance  of  a  passenger  and 

his  luggage  from  that  place  to  London,  and  it  became  a 

question  what  law  was  applicable  to  the  carriage.    It  was  Gontraot  for 

not  necessary  to  answer  the. doubt,  as  the  defendants  were  ^thm  two 

confessedly  liable  for  the  loss  which  had  occurred  by  the  jarisdictions. 

law  of  France,  and  were  eventually  held  to  be  so  by  the 

law  of  England  also ;  but  the  necessity,  and  at  the  same 

time  the  difficulty,  of  always  referring  questions  relating 

to  the  performance  of  a  contract  to  the  law  of  the  place  of 

performance  was  well  indicated  by  Brett,  L.  J.    **  In  this 

case  the  ticket  is  taken  at  Boulogne,  and  all  that  has  to 

be  done  is  to  be  performed  on  an  English  steamer  and  ott 

an  English  railway.    But  in  oases  which  occur  every  day, 

the  ticket  is  taken  in  Paris,  and  the  first  part  of  the 

journey  is  performed  on  a  French  railway ;  the  ticket  is 

taken  in  Paris  at  an  office,  as  everybody  knows,  held  by 

the  South-Bastem  Company,  and  on  the  head  of  the 

ticket^  like  this  we  have  now  before  us,  is  *  South-Eastern 

Bailway  Company ' ;  therefore  the  first  part  of  the  journey 

is  performed  under  a  contract  made  between  the  South- 

Eastern  C!ompany  in  Paris  and  an  Englishman ;  but  the 

first  part  of  the  journey  is  to  be  carried  out  and  performed 

on  a  French  railway,  and  the  two  following  parts  on  an 

English  steamer  and  on  an  English  railway  respectively ; 

and  unless  you  could  say  that  the  three  were  entirely 

separate  contracts,  we  should  be  called  upon  to  say  what 

law  was  to  govern  the  first  part  of  the  journey,  and 

whether  that  first  part  of  the  journey  was  to  be  ruled  by 

the  French  law,  and  the  other  two  by  the  English  law. 

I,  therefore,  should  find  considerable  difficulty  in  saying 

(a)  JtalU  ▼.  Deniitoun,  6  Ex.  483. 

(b)  Cohen  ▼.  Sauth-Eoitem  By,  Co.,  2  Ex.  D.  2j^. 

2  B  2 
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Pabt  nf.    whether  the  ocmtraet  4i8  to  the  first  part  of  the  jonrney 
.^       was  to  be  considered  as  a  French  oontraot  or  an  English 
Cap.  VIII.    QfQiQ  ^  ^^),     When  it  is  remembered  that  tiie  question 
Contract-^   before  the  Conrt  was  as  to  the  l^gal  effect  of  a  condition 
rer/onnawm.  ^^  ^^  ticket  issned  by  the  railway  company  limiting 
their  liability  in  the  eyent  of  loss^  it  will  be  seen  how 
strong  was  the  tendency  in  the  mind  of  the  jndge  to  admit 
the  supremacy  of  the  law  of  the  {daoe  where  the  contract 
was  to  be  performed,  even  if  it  became  necessary  for  that 
object  to  subdivide  the  nature  of  the  obligation  which  was 
undertaken  once  for  all»  and  evidenced  by  a  single  written 
instrument.    The  more  correct  view  is  probably  that  such 
a  question  is  in  reality  one  of  the  interpretation  of  the 
contract,  or  at  any  rate,  of  the  nature  of  the  obligation 
created  by  it,  and  does  not  properly  belong  to  its  perform- 
ance at  alL    In  sudi  a  case  it  has  already  been  seen  that 
the  determination  of  the  question  depends  primA  fcuiU 
upon  the  law  of  the  |dace  where  the  contracting  parties 
entered  into  their  agreement  (b) ;  and  this  was  in  &ct  the 
substance  of  the  decision  in  The  Peninsular  and  Oriental 
Bteam  Navigation  Company  v.  Shand  (e) ;  though  in  that 
case  the  law  of  England  derived  an  addition€tl  claim  from 
the  fact  that  the  parties  were  domiciled  British  subjects. 
It  has  been  already  pointed  out  that  where  the  parties  to 
a  contract  may  assume  or  impose  any  extent  of  liability 
at  willy  the  question  of  the  law  applicable  to  the  interpre- 
tation of  the  contract  and  the  nature  of  the  obligation  is 
to  be  decided  by  a  reference  to  their  intention ;  and  in  the 
ease  just  referred  to,  it  was  considered  as  improbable  that 
Contract  for    British  domiciled  subjects  contracting  for  carriage  finom  an 
^Lmpiated  English  port,  commencing  in  an  English  vessel,  could 
by  parties  to.  have  had  any  other  law  in  their  contemplation  but  their 
own.    In  Lhyd  v.  QuSberi  {d\  an '  attempt  was  made  to 
extend  the  operation  of  the  law  of  the  place  of  performr 
ance  even  further  than  the  suggestion  in  Ckihen  v.  Son&r 

(a)  Cohen  y.  SotUh-Eagtem  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  D.  253,  262. 
(5)  Ante,  p.  311.  (c)  3  Moo.  P.  C.  272. 

(d)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  115 ;  anfe,  p.  312. 
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Eatiem  BaSway  Oomipany  (a).    There  a  French  ship  was    Pabt  m. 

chartered  by  an  Englishman  at  a  Danish  port  for  a  Toyage       

bom  Hayti  to  Havre,  London  or  Liverpool,  at  the  char-  Cap,  vin. 
toreros  option,  the  option  being  ultimately  exercised  by  CwOfrao^-^ 
naming  the  last  of  those  places.  On  the  voyage  the  ship  -P^/^JJUJ^- 
had  to  pat  into  a  Portugnese  port  for  repairs,  where  the 
master  gave  a  bottomry  bond  on  ship,  freight,  and  carga 
The  owner  of  the  catgo  having  had  to  make  certain  pay^ 
ments  in  respect  of  this  bond,  sned  the  shipowners  for 
indemnity ;  and  the  question  was,  by  what  law  the  lia- 
bility of  the  shipowners  was  to  be  determined,  they  having 
abandoned  the  ship  and  freight  to  the  shippers,  and  being 
thns,  according  to  the  law  of  France,  freed  from  further 
liability.  The  law  of  France,  as  the  law  of  the  ship's  fiag 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  charterparty,  was  ulti- 
mately held  entitled  to  prevail ;  but  as  none  of  the  other 
competing  laws  similarly  discharged  the  defendants,  they 
were  all  of  course  put  forward  in  the  argument  for  the 
owner  of  the  cargo.  It  was  perhaps  rather  extravagantly 
contended,  that  the  law  of  England  was  entitled  to  be 
heard,  as  the  law  of  the  place  of  the  final  act  of  perform- 
ance by  the  delivery  of  the  cargo  ("  quasi  lex  loei  sohk- 
tionis  ) ;  but  it  is  manifest,  as  was  pointed  out  in  the 
judgment^  that  the  delivery  was  but  a  small  part  of  the 
performance,  by  which  the  character  of  the  whole  contract 
could  not  reasonably  be  determined ;  and  it  may  be  added 
that  the  law  of  the  place  even  of  full  performance  has  no 
right  to  decide  the  interpretation  of  the  original  contract, 
or  the  nature  of  the  obligation  created,  in  matters  apart 
from  the  performanoe  itself.  There  is  nothing  prima  faeie 
in  such  a  contract  to  shew  that  the  parties  to  it  intended 
to  adopt  the  law  of  the  locality  of  performance  for  any 
other  matters  than  those  which  are  necessarily  connected 
with  it 

The  question  of  illegal  performance  has  already  been  Performanoe 
considered,  but  it  may  be  convenient  to  repeat  here  that  ^^^ 
when  a  contract,  wherever  made,  contemplates  some  act 

(a)  L.  R.  2  Ex.  D.  253. 


374  FOREIGH  AMD  DOMBSTIC  LAW. 


•P^^nx    or  olject  which  is  forbidden  by  the  law  of  the  place  of 

intended  performance,  the  contemplated  illegality  will 

S^^F^  vitiate  the  whole  agreement  ab  inUia.    Thus  a  contract^ 

Ooniraef—  the  performance  of  whidi  in  England,  according  to  its 
PrnfctrmoMae.  jui^qij^q^  wonld  haYO  amounted  to  champerty,  waa  held 

not  the  leas  Toid  becanae  made  in  a  country  where  its 
object  would  have  been  legal,  and  with  a  subject  of  that 
foreign  country  (a).  I^  however,  the  performance  of  the 
contrict  in  the  coontty  where  that  was  intended  to  be 
done  infringes  no  law,  and  the  contract  was  made  in  a 
country  by  which  its  stipulations  and  consideration  were 
lawful,  the  agreement  is  not  void  because  the  law  of  the 
place  of  performance  would  have  fmbidden  the  exchange 
ot  the  particular  promise  for  the  particular  consideration 
within  its  own  dominion.  Thus  a  railway  company  who 
were  forbidden  by  English  statute  to  depart  from  a  uniform 
rate  of  charge  for  carriage,  were  allowed  nevertheless  to 
contract  in  Boulogne  for  the  conveyance  of  "packed 
parcels"  (celts  praupis)  at  an  enhanced  price;  such  a 
contract  being  permitted  by  the  law  of  France,  where  it 
was  made,  and  the  conveyance  of  packed  parcels,  apart 
from  the  previous  agreement  as  to  price,  being  of  course 
not  illegal  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance  (h).  In 
this  case  the  carriage  of  the  goods  commenced,  of  course, 
frrom  a  French  port,  and  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the 
company  could  have  contracted  in  their  oflSce  at  Boulogne 
or  Paris  for  a  carriage  which  was  both  to  commence  and 
end  in  English  territory.  Such  a  transaction  would  clearly 
amount  to  an  evasion  of  the  English  law,  and  it  is  unne* 
cessary  to  recapitulate  authorities  to  shew  that  the  comity 
of  nations  never  requires  any  law  to  recognise  its  own 
clandestine  defeasance. 
Adjiutment  of     The  cascs  in  which  general  average  is  calculated  ac- 

animudent  of  co^^'^g  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  *^®  I^'*  ^^  destination  are  not,  as 

performanoe.    has  been  already  said,  strictly  cases  which  came  under  the 

head  of  performance  at  all.    The  efiect  of  a  stipulation, 

(a)  GreU  t.  Levy,  16  C.  B.  N.S.  73 ;  see  Hertz  ▼.  Biera,  11  Sim.  318. 
(h)  Branley  t.  Soutk-Eaaiem  By.  Co.,  12  C.  B.  N.S.  63. 
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hdweyer,  that  unddrwriters  are  to  be  liable  for  average  as    Pabt  m. 

''per  foreign  ertatement "  has  some  conneotion  with  this       

branch  of  the  subject.  In  such  a  case,  the  construction  0^-  v^^ 
which  has  been  put. upon  the  agreement  is,  not  merely  CMrous^-*- 
that  the  caloalations  of  the  foreign  averagenrtater  are  to  ■P^A'''^"'^^ 
be  accepted  as  correct ;  bat  that  the  decision  of  the  law  of 
the  foreign  port  as  to  what  is  and  what  is  not  a  general 
ayerage  loss  is  to  be  taken  as  condnsiye  (a),  and  that  the 
opinion  of  the  foreign  averageHrtater,  both  as  to  facts  and 
law,  is  to  bind  all  parties  (b).  The  desirability  of  esta- 
blishing uniformity,  by  international  agreementi  in  the 
rules  applicable  to  the  subject,  was  much  discussed  at  the 
annual  conference  of  the  Association  for  the  Beform  and 
Oodification  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  held  at  Antwerp  in 
September,  1877.  The  practical  result  of  this  debate,  in 
the  shape  of  a  code  of  rules  called  the  **  York  and  Ant^ 
werp  Rules,"  will  be  found  set  out  above  (o) ;  but  it  is  of 
course  to  be  understood  that  until  adopted  by  the  legis- 
lature, no  such  agreement  can  have  the  effect  of  modifying 
the  administration  in  English  Courts  of  either  municipal 
or  private  international  law. 

When  a  vessel  is  chartered  to  deliver  cai^  at  a  certain  DeiiTery  of 
port,  the  law  or  custom  which  prevails  at  the  port  of  de-  ^'^^'^^ 
livery  is  impliedly  adopted  for  all  that  is  to  be  done  there. 
Thus,  in  EoberUon  v.  Jaokton  (<2),  the  ship  was  chartered 
to  take  a  cargo  of  coals  from  the  Tyne  to  Algiers,  and 
there  deliver  on  payment  of  freight  The  charterer 
engaged  that  the  ship  should  be  unloaded  at  a  certain 
average  rate  per  day ;  and  that,  in  the  event  of  further 
detention,  he  would  pay  for  such  detention  at  the  rate  of 
£5  a  day,  to  reckon  from  the  time  of  the  vessel  being 
ready  to  unload  and  in  twm  to  ddiv&r.  It  was  proved 
that,  according  to  the  general  r^ulations  of  the  port  of 
Algiers,  vessels  may  commence  unloading  as  soon  as  they 

(a)  Mavro  y.  Ocean  Marine  Innuranee  Co^  L.  R.  10  0.  P.  414. 
(6)  Harri9  ▼.  Searamanga,  L.  R.  7  0.  P.  481. 
(c)  Anie,  p.  342. 

(eO  2  0.  a  412;  Hudeon  v.  ClemmUton,  18  G.  B.  213;  26  L.  J.  G.  P. 
234. 
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Part  III.  enter  within  the  mole ;  bat  that,  by  a  special  regQlatkm 
^f^  of  the  French  goTemment,  coals  destined  for  the  use  of 
^Oap.  ym.  4he  marine  department  were  reqnired  to  be  nnlad^i  at  a 
CmOnui^  particular  spot,  and  in  a  giren  order.  It  was  held  by  the 
^^*'°*^*'^  Oonrt  of  Common  Pleas,  that  evidence  was  admissible  to 
shew  that  the  words  ^intom  to  delirer'*  had  by  the  usage 
of  the  particular  trade  acquired  a  known  meaning  in 
reference  to  this  special  regulation  with  respect  to  ooak 
for  the  use  of  the  French  marine  department,  although 
the  shipowner  was  not  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  the  coals 
had  been  shipped  under  a  contract  with  the  French  goyem- 
ment ;  and  that  the  special  regulation  as  to  the  unloading 
of  coals  for  the  French  marine  department  was  to  be  con- 
sidered  one  of  the  regulations  of  the  port,  binding  upon 
all  vessels  entering  it  These  questions  are  in  fact  strictly 
connected  with  the  inierpretcUion  of  the  contract,  and  the 
intention  of  the  contracting  parties  (a). 
Contract  dis-  (4.)  Discharge  of  Contract, — ^The  natural  end  of  every 
wiBe^than^by'  Contract  is  in  performance  or  breach ;  but  under  certain 
perforaumoe.  droumstanccs,  the  obligation  may  be  discharged  in  a 
different  manner.  Such  answers  to  actions  on  the  coa* 
tract  as  are  in  the  nature  of  set-off  or  counter-claim  belong 
dearly  to  the  head  of  Procedure,  on  which  the  lex  fori  is 
supreme,  and  will  be  subsequently  mentioned  (b).  De- 
fences which  arise  imder  statutes  of  prescription  or  limi- 
tation are  more  ambiguous  in  their  character,  but  it  will 
be  shewn  in  its  proper  place  that  these  matters  also  are 
strictly  to  be  referred  to  the  subject  of  procedure  (0),  and 
have  nothing  to  do  with  any  supposed  inherent  quality  in 
the  contract  The  question  of  discharge  proper  is  there- 
fore confined  to  the  cases  where  the  person  under  the 
obligation  is  released  from  the  effect  of  his  promise,  and 
from  the  necessity  of  performing  it,  in  a  manner  not  con- 
templated by  the  original  agreement,  nor  the  mere  indirect 
consequence  of  the  peculiar  rales  of  some  particulfir  tri- 
bunal as  to  the  proper  time  and  mode  of  granting  a  remedy. 

(a)  AnUy  p.  301.  (&)  Infra,  Chap.  X. 

(0)  Infra,  Chap.  X. ;  Story,  Goaaict  of  Laws,  §  576. 
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The  instanoe  most  commonly  giren  of  such  a  dkobarge  is  Pabt  in. 

that  which  results  from  the  bankruptcy  or  insolyency  of  .^ 

the  debtor ;  but  other  instances,  as,  for  example,  the  dis*  Oap.  vni. 


charge  of  a  surety  by  giving  time  to  the  principal,  may  ckmtraet-^ 
be  easily  suggested.  Tender  is  in  fact  a  species  of  per-  ^^t'f^rge, 
formanoe,  and  does  not  come  within  the  present  branch  of 
the  subjeet ;  while  the  defence  of  infancy,  though  referred 
to  by  Story  under  this  head  (a),  is  really  based  on  an 
inherent  defect  in  the  validity  of  the  obligation^  and  has 
been  already  discussed  in  its  proper  place. 

With  respect,  then,  to  discharge  proper,  the  rule  is  Discharge  by 
stated  by  Story  to  be  that  a  defence  or- discharge,  good  by  ^  ^^^' 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is  made  or  is  to 
be  performed,  is  to  be  held  of  equal  validity  in  every  other 
place  where  the  question  may  come  to  be  litigated  (b). 
The  loose  wording  of  this  dictum  leaves  it  doubtful  which 
law  is  to  govern  the  question  of  discharge  when  the  con- 
tract is  made  within  one  jurisdiction  to  be  performed  in 
another ;  and  the  same  phrase  is  repeated  subsequently, 
where  it  is  said  conversely  that  a  discharge  of  a  contract 
by  the  law  of  a  place  where  the  contract  was  not  made  or 
to  be  performed  will  not  be  a  discharge  of  it  in  any  other 
country  (o).  In  the  majority  of  cases  where  a  contract  is 
discharged  by  bankruptcy,  the  contract  discharged  is  a 
contract  to  pay  money  timpUeiter,  without  any  special 
reference  to  a  particular  place  of  payment  or  performance ; 
and  in  those  cases  the  maxim  aboye  quoted  is  well  esta- 
blished in  English  law  (d).  '<  There  is  no  doubt^"  said 
Bovill,  C.J.,  in  Mia  v.  M'Henry,  ""that  a  debt  or  liability 
arising  in  any  country  may  be  discharged  by  the  laws  of 
that  country ;  and  that  such  a  discharge,  if  it  extinguishes 
the  debt  or  liability,  and  does  not  merely  interfere  with 
the  remedies  or  course  of  procedure  to  enforce  it,  will  be 

(rt)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  332  ;  Mcds  v.  BoherU,  3  Esp.  163. 

(b)  Story,  Confiict  of  Laws,  §  381. 

(c)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  342. 

(d)  EUia  V.  M'Henry,  L.  B.  5  C.  P.  228 ;  40  L.  J.  C.  P.  109 ;  PhOlim  v. 
Eyre,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  28 ;  Gardiner  v.  Houghton,  2  B.  &  8,  743 ;  Quelin  v. 
Moitaon,  Kimpp.  2G5 ;  Odwin  v.  Fodm,  Back,  57  ;  FoUerv.  Brown,  5  East 
124 ;  Burrowe  v.  J&ninoy  2  Str.  733. 
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Pabv  m  an  effectual  answer  to  die  daim,  not  only  in  the  oonrts  of 
^"^  that  country,  bat  in  oTery  other  coantry.  That  is  the  law 
Oaf.  Yin.  of  England ;  and  it  is  a  principle  of  private  international 
Omtraei—  l^tw  adopted  in  other  ooontries.''  And,  as  a  general  rale^ 
^^*^^^^  apart  from  the  question  of  the  Talidity  of  a  discharge  by 
the  law  of  the  place  of  performance  claiming  to  speak  as 
the  lex  coniraduM,  tiie  conyerse  proposition  asserted  by 
Story,  tiiat  the  discharge  of  a  debt  or  liability  by  the  law 
of  a  coontry  other  than  that  where  the  debt  or  liability 
was  contracted  will  not  discharge  the  debtor  in  any  other 
country,  has  met  with  equal  recognition  in  English  law  (a) . 
DiBcharge  by  So  far  the  Subject  has  been  considered  with  reference 
1^]^^^^  only  to  the  legislation  of  independent  sovereign  States ; 
but  for  English  lawyers  the  case  may  most  frequently 
arise  with  reference  to  the  validity  in  the  subordinate 
jurisdiction^  of  a  discharge  created  by  the  law  of  one 
country  which  has  a  paramount  jurisdiction  over  the  terri-- 
tory  and  tribunals  of  another.  The  question  will  then 
generally  be  how  far  the  paramount  authority  intended  to 
legislate,  as  it  might  lawfully  do,  for  the  tribunals  of  the 
subordinate  jurisdiction.  In  tJie  case  of  the  legislature  of 
the  United  Ejngdom  enacting  laws  which  are  to  be  bind«> 
ing  upon  her  colonies  and  dependencies,  a  dischaige  either 
in  the  colony  or  in  the  mother  country  may,  by  the 
imperial  legislature,  be  made  a  binding  discharge  in  both, 
whether  the  debt  or  liability  arose  in  one  or  the  other  ; 
and  a  discharge  created  by  an  Act  of  Parliament  in 
England  would  at  any  rate  be  binding  upon  the  Oourts  of 
this  country,  so  as  to  compel  them  to  give  effect  to  it  in 
an  action  commenced  here  (i).  Thus  it  was  laid  down 
distinctly  by  Bayley,  J.,  that  a  discharge  of  a  debt  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  which  is 
competent  to  legislate  for  every  part  of  the  United  King- 
dom, and  to  bind  the  rights  of  all  persons  residing  either 
in  Scotland  or  in  England,  and  which  purported  to  bind 

(a)  BmUh  y.  Buchanan,  1  East,  6;  Bradley  y.  Hodget,  1  B.  A  6.  875  ; 
SOiB  y.  M* Henry,  40  L.  J.  G.  P.  109,  114;  PhilUpM  y.  JAm,  8  B.  &  C. 
477 ;  Letoia  y.  Otoen,  4  B.  &  Aid.  654. 

(b)  EUU  V.  M'Henry,  L.  R.  6  G.  P.  228 ;  40  L.  J.  G.  P.  109. 
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both  olaaseB  of  persons,  operated  as  a  discbarge  in  both    Pabt  m. 

countries  (a).    So  an  English  certificate  in  banknq>to7       ' 

has  been  decided  to  be  a  good  answer  to  a  debt  arising  in  O^'^l^ 
CSalcntta  and  sued  for  in  the  Supreme  Court  there  (6) ;  CwUraO^ 
or  to  an  action  on  a  debt  contracted  in  Ireland  and  sued  J^^'charge. 
for  in  England  (o) ;  or  to  an  action  in  the  Scotch  Courts 
on  a  debt  contracted  in  Scotland  (d).  And  on  the  same 
principle,  a  discharge  under  a  Scotch  sequestration,  in 
pursuance  of  an  Act  of  the  imperial  parliament,  has  been 
held  to  be  a  good  answer  in  an  English  Court  to  an  action 
on  a  debt  contracted  in  England  {e).  The  discrepancy 
between  these  cases  and  the  decision  in  Lewis  v.  Otven  (/) 
is  only  apparent.  It  was  held  in  that  case  that  a  certifi- 
cate under  an  Irish  bankruptcy  was  no  discharge  of  a 
debt  contracted  in  England;  but  the  principal  question 
there  raised  and  decided  was  whether  the  debt  had  arisen 
in  England  or  not  That  question  being  answered  in  the 
affirmatiye,  it  was  no  doubt  held  that  the  debt  was  not 
barred  by  the  Irish  certificate ;  but  the  paramount  effect 
of  the  imperial  legislation  was  not  and  could  not  have 
been  taken  into  account,  as  the  Irish  bankrupt  law  at 
that  time  in  force  depended  upon  statutes  of  the  Irish 
parliament  passed  before  the  union  (g).  In  a  later  case, 
where  a  similar  question  arose  as  to  the  effect  upon  an 
English  debt  of  an  Irish  bankruptcy  under  the  proTisions 
of  an  Act  of  the  imperial  legislature  (6  &  7  Will.  lY.,  o. 
14),  it  was  held,  in  accordance  with  the  principles  pre- 
yiously  stated,  that  the  Irish  certificate  ban^  the  English 
debt  (&),  and  a  certificate  of  oonfDrmity  under  the  present 
Irish  Act  (20  &  21  Vict  a  60)  has  the  same  effect  (•> 
But  the  discharge  effected  by  the  bankruptcy  must  of 


(a)  PhiUipi  ▼.  AUan,  8  B.  &  G.  447. 

(b)  Edward*  ▼.  Bonald^  Kiiapp.  P.  G.  259. 
(o)  Lyneh  y.  M'Kenny,  2  H.  Bl.  554. 

d)  Royal  Bank  of  Sootland  y.  Cuthbert,  Bose,  462,  486. 

e)  Sidaway  y.  Hay,  3  B.  &  G.  12. 
(/)  4  B.  &  Aid.  654. 

(o)  Per  BovUl,  C.J^  in  SUis  y.  M'Henry,  40  L.  J.  G.  P.  109, 115, 
(a)  Fergu88on  y.  Spencer^  1  M.  &  S.  987. 
(0  Simpson  y.  Mirabita,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  257. 
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Past  iil    ootirae  be  abeolnte  and  nnoonditioiialy  whether  the  ooan- 

*       triee  whose  laws  are  in  conflict  are  independent  soTereign 

Cap,  vni.  States^  or  stand  in  the  same  position  to  each  other  that 
Ckmiradr^  England  occupies  with  respect  to  the  other  members  of 
^>^^^'  the  United  Kingdom.  Thns  it  has  been  held  that  a 
discharge  in  Scotland  by  a  eesiio  bonorum  ander  the 
general  Scotch  law,  which  only  discharged  the  person  of 
the  debtor,  was  no  answer  to  an  action  brought  in  the 
English  Courts  for  the  recovery  of  an  English  debt  (a)  ; 
although,  as  already  explained,  the  debt  would  have  un- 
doubtedly been  held  discharged,  if  the  discharge  had  been 
given  under  the  authority  of  an  Act  of  the  imperial  l^s- 
lature,  as  was  the  case  in  Philpotts  v.  Seed  (ft),  where  a 
discharge  in  Newfoundland  was  held  sufficient,  though 
the  debt  had  been  contracted  in  England,  and  the  action 
was  brought  in  an  English  Court. 

The  condition,  that  the  debt  should  have  been  contracted 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  paramount  State,  will  not  in 
fact  be  material,  so  far  aa  the  (hurts  of  that  State,  and  of 
the  jurisdictions  subordinate  io  it,  are  eoncemed,  **An 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy,'*  said  Sir  J.  Colvile  in  the 
Privy  Council,  "  followed  by  a  certificate  of  discharge  in 
this  country,  under  the  bankruptcy  laws  passed  by  the 
imperial  legislature,  has  the  effect  of  barring  any  debt 
which  the  bankrupt  may  have  contracted  in  any  part  of 
the  world ;  and  it  would  have  the  effect  of  putting  an  end 
to  any  claims  in  the  island  of  Barbadoes  or  elsewberey  to 
which  the  appellant  might  have  been  liable  at  the  date  of 
the  adjudication  "  (c).  So  Pollock,  C.B.,  says  in  another 
case :  *^  A  foreign  certificate  is  no  answer  to  a  demand  in 
our  Courts,  but  an  English  certificate  is  surely  a  discharge 
as  against  all  the  world  in  the  English  Courts.  The  goods 
of  the  bankrupt  all  over  the  world  are  vested  in  the 
assignees,  and  it  would  be  a  manifest  injustice  to  take  the 
property  of  a  bankrupt  in  a  foreign  country,  and  then  to 


(a)  Phillips  V.  AUan,  8  B.  &  C  477 ;  Ex  parte  Burton^  1  Atk.  255. 

")  1  B.  &  B.  294. 

c)  GiU  V.  Barrow,  37  L.  J.  P.  0.  37. 
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allow  a  foieign  creditor  to  come  and  sue  him'  here  "  (a).    I^akf  m. 

And  when  the  dischai^  is  merely  nnder  the  local  law       ' 

of  a  colony  or  dependaokcy  of  the  British  empire,  without  •  O^-  v^J- 
the  authorization  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  it  is  plain    CorUrari^ 
that  it  cannot  be  assomed  to  operate  upon  a  debt  made        ^^^ 
and  to  be  performed  in  England  (h),    *^  Keittier  was  this 
debt  contracted  in  Yictoriay"  said  Blackburn,  J.,  in  the 
ease  last  cited,  *^  nor  to  be  discharged  there,  nor  is  either 
the  plidntiff  or  defendant  stated  to  be  domiciled  in  that 
colony.  •  •  •  No  case  has  been  cited  whei«  the  act  nnder 
which  the  discharge  took  place  was  not  an  act  of  the 
imperial  legislature;   and  I  therefore  conclude  that  no 
such  case  exists.    The  assertion  that,  because  the  colony 
of  Victoria  has  power  to  make  laws,  all  laws  which  it  may 
make  have  power  to  bind  us  in  England,  sufficiently 
refutes  itself;   it  is  enough  to  state  the  proposition.'' 
Notwithstanding  the  allusion  in  the  passage  just  cited  to 
the  domicil  of  the  parties,  there  appears  to  be  no  authority 
for  saying  that  that  circumstance  will  in  any  case  give 
universal  operation  to  a  discharge  of  a  debt  which  the 
rales  already  explained  would  reftise  to  recognise. 

By  tbe  Bankruptcy  Aot,  1869  (82  &  33  Yict.  c  71),  s.  49,  Effect  of 
a  dfecharge  under  an  English  bankruptcy  shall  release  ^^ptcy. 
the  bankrupt  from  all  debts  provable  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy (with  the  exception  of  Crown  debts  and  liabilities 
incurred  by  fraud  or  breach  of  trust) ;  and  the  English 
Courts  are  therefore,  of  course,  directed  to  accept  a  plea 
of  an  English  bankruptcy  as  an  answer  to  any  action  or 
contract,  wherever  made  or  wherever  to  be  performed,  if 
the  plaintiff's  claim  was  a  debt  provable  under  this  statute. 
By  s.  81,  all  debts  or  liabilities  arising  out  of  contract 
are  so  provable ;  so  that  the  foreign  creditor  of  an  English 
bankrupt  will  lose  his  right  of  remedy  in  an  English  Goatt 
unless  he  come  in  to  prove  his  claim.  Except,  however, 
in  the  case  of  a  contract  made  or  to  be  performed  in 
England,  it  is  clear  that  a  foreign  Court  could  not  be 

(a)  Armani  v.  Casttique,  13  M.  ft  W.  447 ;  14  L.  J.  Ex.  86. 
(6)  Bradley  v.  Hodges,  1  B.  &  S.  375. 
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^^UL    expected  to  recognise  the  Engligh  diflohaige  (a),  upon  the 

'       principles  already  explained.     The  question,  how  far  a 

Oaf,  vui,   particolar  contract  is  proyable,  may  sometimes  arise  with 

OotUrao^   reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  lex  loei  eoniraekiB  as  to 

^^^*^^y^    its  yalidity ;  but  unless  that  law  declare  the  contract  to 

be  void  ab  initio  if  certain  conditions  are  not  complied  with 

(in  which  case  there  would  be  no  contract  at  all),  it  is  diffi- 

'i^  cult  to  see  how  the  decision  can  legitimately  be  taken  away 

from  the  lex  fan.    In  a  modem  case  before  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  Chancery,  the  bankrupt^  who  had  been  married 
Effect  of  lex    in  Batavia,  had  by  an  ante-nuptial  contract  settled  a  eon- 
^^[*}^^       fiiderable  sum  of  money  on  his  wife  for  her  separate  use. 
By  the  law  of  Batavia  no  marriage  contract  excluding  a 
community  of  goods  has  any  effect  as  regards  third  parties 
until  registered  in  the  Courts  of  that  country.    The  con- 
tract in  question  had  nerer  been  so  registered;   but  it 
was  nevertheless  held  that  the  wife  of  the  bankrupt  was 
entitled  to  prove  against  his  estate  for  the  sum  setdecL 
The  ground  of  the  dedsion  was,  of  course,  that  the  pro* 
vision  of  the  foreign  law  as  to  registration  did  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  contract,  but  only  the  remedy  of  those 
claiming  under  it ;  and  that  all  questions  of  the  priority 
of  creditors  must  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  country 
where  the  bankruptcy  takes  placa    If  it  had  been  held 
that  the  debt  was  not  provable,  it  would  of  oourae  have 
followed  that  the  bankrupt's  discharge  had  no  effect  upon 
it;    and  his  after-acquired  property  would   still   have 
been  subject  to  the  claim  (b).    ^^  The  contention  is,"  said 
M ellish,  LJ., ''  that  the  effect  of  the  Batavian  law  is  this, 
that  although  there  is  a  c(mtract  between  the  husband 
and  the  wife,  there  is  none  as  respects  third  parties.    I 
have  great  difficulty  la  understandbg  that  airgument     It 
is  admitted  that,  as  between  husband  and  wife,  there  is  a 
debt  and  a  binding  contract    Then  what  is  the  meaning 

(o)  Smith  V.  Buchanan,  1  East,  6 ;  Bradley  ▼.  Hodgee.  1  B.  &  S.  375  : 
miU  V.  It  Henry,  L.  R.  6  0.  P.  228 ;  PhilUpe  v.  Allan,  8  B.  &  C.  477  ; 
Lems  Y.  Owen,  4  B.  ft  Aid.  654 ;  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  348. 

(6)  Ehi  parU  Melboum,  In  re  Melboum,  L.  R.  6  Cb.  64 :  40  L.  J.  Bank. 
25. 
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of  saying  it  shall  not  be  binding  as  between  third  parties,     ^^  DL 

or  it  shall  not  affect  third  parties  ?    Surely  it  only  means       

that  in  an  administration  of  the  assets  of  the  husband  in    ^^'  "^^^^ 


bankruptcy  this  claim  is  to  be  pos^>oned  to  the  claim  of  Contmu^ 
all  other  parties"  (a).  The  latter  was,  no  doubt,  the  true  J^^*^^*' 
construction  of  the  Batayian  law;  and  the  provision, 
which  thus  assumed  to  goyem  the  remedy  alone,  was 
rightly  disregarded  in  an  English  Court  Had  the  law 
of  Batavia,  on  the  other  hand,  provided  that  a  contract 
entered  into  without  certain  prescribed  formalities  should 
be  void  altogether,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  English 
bankruptcy  law  would  not  have  admitted  its  proof. 

The  release  of  a  surety  by  alteration  of  the  contract  Discharge  of 
with  the  principal  debtor  furnishes  another  instance  <^^lu^tion. 
the  discharge  of  a  contract  otherwise  than  by  performance, 
or  by  the  indirect  operaticm  of  rules  of  procedure.  By 
analogy  with  the  bankruptcy  decisions  just  cited,  such  a 
discharge  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  ihe  surety  entered 
into  his  obligation  should  be  accepted  in  all  countries  alike. 
In  cases  where  the  surety's  contract  is  to  pay  in  a  different 
country  fvcm  that  where  he  enters  into  his  agreement,  some 
doubt  may  be  felt ;  but  inasmuch  aa  the  discharge  by  the 
action  of  the  principals  is  neither  a  mode  of  performance 
iu»  a  substitute  for  it,  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  con- 
tract was  made  seems  the  proper  one  to  govern.  The  point 
is  barren  of  authority,  but  it  is  quite  dear  that  the  lex  fori 
can  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter ;  and  this  inherent 
liability  to  discharge  is  in  reality  one  of  the  incidents  of 
the  obligation  which  the  lex  (xmhradua  claims  to  decide. 
It  has  been  already  said  that  this  lex  eanir€utu$  is  selected 
by  the  intention  of  the  parties,  but  that  primd  fade  it 
will  be  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is  entered 
into  (b). 

(a)  L.  B.  6  Gh.  69. 

(h)  The  qfaestion  of  the  liability'  of  a  sorety,  and  its  tranmiaBkm  to  his 
heir,  is,  it  may  be  Kmarked,  the  only  salijeot  on  which  any  indication  ia 
finind  in  Roman  jurispradence  of  private  international  law.  '*  The  heir  of  a 
ftde-pri^inittor"  said  GaivB,  **is  not  bound  by  the  contract  of  snretythip; 
mdeea  ihe  question  of  a  foreign  fide-fromiator  is  under  consideiation,  and 
the  law  of  his  State  differs  from  ours  on  this  point  **  (Gat«%  III.  120;  see 
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PabtHL        Tins  principle,  tiiat  the  law  which  was  originally  in* 

tended  to  goYem  the  nature  of  the  obligation  most  decide 

Oar  vm.    ^hat  is  and  what  is  not  a  disohaige,  is  ai^lioable  in 
c&niraci--   strictness  onlj  to  those  dischaiges  the  liability  to  whieh 
^^*^^^^j^    was  not  necessarily  foreseen  as  an  incident  of  the  contiaot> 
and  which  are  not  brought  aboat  by  the  will  and  choice 
of  the  parties  themselyea    A  contract  may,  in  a  certain 
Discharge  by  sense,  be  discharged  by  a  novation;  which  is  not  a  per* 
novation.        formance,  bat  may  be  regarded  as  an  agreed  sohstitiite  for 
performance.     There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  nomticHi 
discharging  the  original  obligation,  and  putting  a  new 
one  in  its  place,  if  made  according  to  the  law  of  the  place 
where  performance  was  intended  to  take  plaoe^  would  be 
regarded  as  yalid  eyen  in  the  Courts  of  the  original  place 
of  celebration.    Nor  can  any  good  reason  be  assigned  why 
equal  effect  should  not  be  given  to  a  release,  extingmsb- 
ment,  or  noYation  made  in  any  other  country  in  accordance 
with  the  lex  loei;  except  the  argument  whJch  claims  re- 
spect for  the  inherent  liability  to  discharge  or  the  inherent 
permanence  of  the  original  obligation.     The  inherent 
nature  of  the  obligation  ought,  no  doubt,  to  be  strong 
enough  to  prevail  against  all  incidents  of  law  or  Cut 
except  the  will,  expressed  in  action,  of  the  contracting 
parties;  but  they  are  unquestionably  competent  to  put 
an  end  to  it  whenever  they  please,  and  may  reasonably 
suppose  that  an  act  or  contract  according  to  the  forma  of 
the  place  where  they  happen  to  be  is  the  most  effsctnal 
way  of  doing  so.    Accordingly,  it  is  said  by  Lord  Brougham 
in  Warrender  v.  Warrender  (a),  combating  the  contention 
that  a  Scotch  divorce  was  incompetent  to  dissolve  the 
marriage  in  England  of  a  domiciled  Scotchman ;  ^*  in  what 
other  contract  of  a  nature  merely  personal— in  what  other 


ib.  III.  96).  It  is  probable,  however,  that  Gains  contemplated  the  ca^e  of 
a  contract  mado  abroad,  in  tlie  State  to  which  all  the  parties  belonged ;  and 
meant  merely  that  in  the  event  of  the  contract  of  Buretyship  coming  before 
the  praiior  peregrntfUM^  he  would  not  adopt  tho  Koman  law  simply  aa  the 
Isx  fori. 
(a)  9  Bligh,  89,  at  p.  124. 
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transaction  between  men — ^is  snch  a  mle  ever  applied?    PabtIIL 

snch  an  arbitrary  and  gratnitons  distinction  made  ?  such       ' 

an  exception  raised  to  the  nniversal  position,  that  things    Oaf,  vm* 

are  to  be  dissolved  by  the  same  process  whereby  they  are    Cbntroee— 

bound  together ;  or  rather,  that  the  tie  is  to  be  loosened    ^^^^f^^ 

by  reversing  the  operation  which  knit  it,  bat  reversing 

the  operation  according  to  the  same  rules?    What  gave 

force  to  the  ligament  ?    If  a  contract  for  sale  of  a  chattel 

is  made,  or  an  obb'gation  of  debt  is  incurred,  or  a  chattel 

is  pledged  in  one  country,  the  sale  may  be  annulled,  the 

debt  released,  and  the  pledge  redeemed  by  the  law  and  by 

the  forms  of  another  country  in  which  the  parties  happen 

to  reside,  and  in  whose  Courts  their  rights  and  obligations 

come  in  question ;  unless  there  was  an  express  stipulation 

in  the  contract  itself  agaiost  such  avoidance,  release,  or 

redemption."    The  word  *^  reside  "  is  used  in  the  passage 

just  cited,  but  should  not  be  taken  as  implying  any  neces* 

sity  that  the  parties  should  be  domiciled  in  the  country 

where  the  avoidauce,  release,  or  redemption  takes  place. 

In  the  case  before  Lord  Brougham,  the  question  was  as  to 

the  liability  to  dissolution  of  a  marriage  contract,  which 

differs  essentially,  as  has  been  already  pointed  out  (a),  from 

the  commercial  contracts  of  every*day  life.    Such  instances 

as  the  release  of  a  debt,  the  redemption  of  a  pledge,  or  the 

annulling  of  a  sale,  are  themselves  in  the  nature  of  con- 

tractual  acts ;  and  as  to  these  the  law  of  the  domicil  of 

the  parties  has  nothing  to  do  either  with  their  capacity  to 

act  or  the  necessary  forms  and  mode  of  acting. 


ESSENTIALS  OF  THE  GONTEACT* 

Generally,  the  essentials  of  a  contract  are  governed  by  p.  298. 
that  law  which  the  parties  intended  by  their  agreement 
to  adopt. 

This  law,  prima  facie,  is  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  p.  sn. 
contract  was  made  {lex  loci  cdebraiumiB) ;  but  may  be  any 

(a>  Ante,  p.  262. 

2  c 
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Pabt  in.    other  which  the  partiee  have  safficiently  indicated  their 

intention  of  adopting. 

Cap.  vm.       (1^)  j^  oondrudion  and  itUerprelatian  of  eoniraetB  is 

pp.  301*^09.  prifnd  facie  a  matter  for  the  lex  loci  ceUbraiumis,  but  the 
object  and  subject-matter  of  the  contract,  the  domicil  of 
the  parties,  and  the  place  of  intended  performance,  may 
each  and  all  indicate  that  the  parties  intended  to  refer 
the  interpretation  of  their  language  to  a  different  law. 

pp.  309-369.  (2.)  The  nature  and  ineidenU  of  the  Migation  are  also 
frirm  facte  governed  by  the  lex  loci  eelehraiionis,  as  the 
law  which  the  parties  are  presumed  to  have  intended  to 
apply  to  the  unforeseen  incidents  of  the  vinctdum  or 
legal  tie. 

pp.  313, 326.  But  in  contracts  of  affreightment  and  bottomry  bonds 
the  parties  are  presumed  to  haye  contracted  with  reference 
to  the  law  of  the  ship's  flag,  that  flag  being  a  notice  to 
all  the  world  of  the  extent  of  the  master's  authority  to 
bind  his  owners.  The  validity,  however,  of  a  sale  by  the 
master  of  the  ship  or  cargo,  in  a  foreign  port,  depends 
upon  the  lex  loci  actue^  which  governs  the  transfer,  without 
reference  to  the  law  of  the  flag. 

p.  339.  And  where  it  is  expressly  or  impliedly  agreed  that  any 

future  incidents  of  the  contract  shall  be  governed  by  the 
law  of  the  place  where  they  arise,  that  law  will,  of  course, 
so  far  prevail. 

pp.  339, 3G9.  Thus  all  incidents  of  performance  will  be  governed  by 
the  law  of  the  place  of  performance. 

p.  349.  With  regard  to  bUls  of  exchange,  the  contract  of  the 

acceptor  must  be  measured,  so  far  as  the  original  liability 
is  concerned,  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  he  enters  into 
it ;  so  far  as  the  mode,  time,  and  conditions  of  payment 
are  concerned,  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  bill  is 
payable.  The  liability  of  the  drawer  and  indorser,  being 
conditional  on  default  by  the  acceptor,  will  depend  so  far 
as  that  condition  is  concerned,  upon  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  acceptor's  contract  ought  to  have  been  fulfilled. 
And  it  seems  that  the  contract  of  the  acceptor,  as  well  as 
of  his  surety  the  drawer,  is  to  pay  to  an  indorsee  under 
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an  indonement  valid  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  aoceptanoe^    Fabt  ul 
though  this  is  still  doubtful.  _^ 

The  nature  and  incidents  of  a  contract  entered  into  by    O^^^^i^ 
an  agent  in  a  foreign  place,  and  the  extent  of  the  i^ent's  p.  365. 
authority,  would  also  seem  to  depend,  prima  faeiBf  upon 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  agent  contracts. 

But  in  contracts  of  affreightment  and  hypothecation 
entered  into  by  a  master  of  a  ship,  the  contract  between 
the  owners  and  freighters  is  referred  to  the  law  of  the 
ship's  flag;  and  qtiaere^  whether  this  principle  does  not 
extend  to  all  contracts  entered  into  by  the  master  on 
behalf  of  the  owners  ? 

(3.)  Performance  of  the  Contract. — Performance  or  non-  p.  369. 
performance  of  a  contract,  and  the  consequent  dissolution 
of  the  obligation,  is  tested  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  contract  was  intended  to  be  performed. 

QiMere,  whether  the  unforeseen  incidents  of  the  obliga- 
tion, which  arise  in  the  course  of  performance,  are  governed 
by  the  lex  hci  celebratumis  or  sclutionisf  Semhle^  the 
former,  at  any  rate  if  any  external  facts,  such  as  the 
domicil  of  the  parties,  tend  to  indicate  an  intention  to 
adopt  that  law. 

The  illegality,  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance,  p.  373. 
of  the  performance  contracted  for,  invalidates  the  contract 
ah  initio. 

(4.)  Discharge  of  the  Contract  otherwise  than  hy  perform-  p.  376. 
ance. — The  discharge  of  a  contract,  when  not  the  natural 
result  of  the  agreement,  nor  the  indirect  consequence  of 
the  rules  of  the  lex  fori  as  to  the  time  within  which  a 
remedy  must  be  sought,  may  be  effected  by  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  contract  was  made. 

A  discharge  by  the  laws  or  tribunals  of  a  paramount  p.  378. 
legislature,  such  as  that  of  the  United  Kingdom,  will  bind 
tribunals  of  the  subordinate  jurisdictions,  wherever  the 
contract  was  made,  if  the  paramount  legislature  intended 
it  to  have  that  effect. 

But  a  discharge,  to  claim  recognition  in  a  foreign  Court,  p.  3S2. 

2  c  2 
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Part  iil    mnst  be  an  abeolate  discharge  of  the  obligatioDy  and  not  a 

*       mere  refusal  of  a  remedy. 

Cap,  yiil       j^  contract  may  also  be  discharged  by  a  novation  or  a 

p.  884.  release,  forming  a  new  agreement  between  the  parties, 

and  executed  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  lex  loci 
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CHAPTEB  IX.  Pabt  m. 

Acts. 


TOSm  Cap.  IX. 


The  qneetion  of  the  proper  law  applicable  to  an  action  ^^rts— 
based  upon  a  tort  committed  abroad,  and  of  the  proper  "  ^J^**^ 
forwn  in  which  that  law  shonld  be  applied,  has  not  arisen 
so  frequently  as  the  corresponding  doubt  with  respect  to 
contracts,  but  has  nevertheless  been  the  subject  of  late 
years  of  careful  judicial  consideration.  It  may  be  con* 
Teniently  considered  under  three  heads :  (L)  jurisdiction 
with  respect  to  torts,  (ii.)  the  measure  of  the  wrong  done, 
(iii.)  the  measure  of  the  remedy. 

(i.)  Jurisdiction  with  respect  to  Torts, — ^The  fornial  dis* 
tinction  between  local  and  transitory  actions,  arising  from 
the  old  rules  as  to  vewve,  has  h&sa  already  sufficiently 
considered  (a) ;  and  it  need  only  be  remarked  that  it 
operated  upon  actions  based  on  tort  in  exactly  the  same 
way  as  upon  actions  based  on  contracts.  Thus  an  action  Torts  to 
for  a  trespass  or  other  tort  to  foreign  land  was  formerly  °'®*^  ^ 
excluded  from  the  English  Courts,  not  on  any  principle 
of  private  international  law,  but  on  the  technical  ground 
that  it  was  absolutely  necessary,  for  purposes  of  procedure, 
that  the  locality  of  the  alleged  grievance  should  be  a 
country  within  English  jurisdiction,  where  the  action  in 
question  could  be  tried  according  to  English  law.  This 
was  first  definitely  held  in  Skinner  v.  East  India  Conk' 
paiiy  (b%  so  long  ago  as  1665 ;  but  the  soundness  of  the 
rule  was  subsequently  questioned  by  Lord  Mansfield  (0), 
who  took  a  distinction  between  actions  which  concerned 

(a)  Ante,  p.  249.  W  Cited  in  Oowp.  167, 

(e)  Mottyn  y.  FabrigaSt  Oowp.  180. 
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Paiit  m.    the  title  to  or  possession  of  foreign  immoyableSy  and  actions 

for  personal  damages  for  torts  to  those  immovablea    The 

^^^-  ^^-     full  effect  of  the  existing  rules  as  to  venue  was  not  reoog- 
Toru—      nised  in  this  expression  of  opinion,  which  was  distinctly 
Juriadtctum.  overruled  in  DouUon  v.  Matthews  (a).    The  strictness  of 
the  rule,  that  no  action  which  was  local  in  the  contempla- 
tion of  English  law  could  be  brought  in  an  English  Ooort, 
was  thus  again  established,  but  on  the  technical  ground 
Abolition  of    of  the  rules  as  to  venue  alone.    Now  that  these  have  been 
venue.  abolished  by  the  Judicature  Acts  (Jb),  the  question  again 

appears  open  for  discussion.  In  a  case  which  was  decided 
after  this  alteration  in  the  law  (e),  the  litigants  had  by 
agreement  waired  any  objection  to  the  jurisdictioiBt  of  the 
Court  that  might  otherwise  have  been  tahen,  or  the  point 
would  haye  directly  arisen.  The  action  was  brought  by 
an  English  company,  who  owned  a  pier  in  Spain,  against 
an  English  shipowner  for  damage  done  to  the  pier  by  the 
Tassel  coming  into  collision  with  it  The  pier  was  of 
course  an  integral  portion  of  Spanish  soil ;  and  after  laying 
down  the  general  rule,  that  no  action  can  be  maintained 
in  England  {or  a  wrongful  act,  unless  it  is  wrongful  both 
by  English  ]aw  and  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was 
committed,  Hellish,  L. J.,  proceeded  as  follows :  ^  Whether 
the  rule  as  to  wrongful  acts  to  immovable  property  in  a 
foreign  country  does  not  go  still  further,  and  prevent  an 
action  from  being  brought  at  all,  is  a  question  which  it  is 
not  necessary  to  determine  in  this  case ;  becausCi  having 
regard  to  the  consent  of  the  parties  and  the  agreement 
that  has  been  come  to,  no  objection  to  the  jurisdiction 
could  be  taken«"  So  it  was  said  by  James,  L.  J.,  in  the 
same  case,  that  had  it  not  been  for  the  agreement  of  the 
parties,  very  grave  difficulties  might  have  arisen  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  entertain  any  action  or  pro- 
ceedings whatever  with  respect  to  injuries  done  to  foreign 
soil.  That  difficulties  would  arise  there  can  be  no  doubt, 
as  the  abolition  of  the  rules  of  venue  has  cut  away  the 

(a)  AT.  R.  503.  (6)  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  77;  Old,  xxxvi.  r.  1. 

(c)  Tfie  M,  Moxhum,  L.  R.  1  P.  D.  107. 
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znain  ground  upon  which  the  earlier  decisions  on  the  PabtIII. 
point  were  founded ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  result  of       "^^ 

the  change  has  been  to  make  the  reasoning  of  Lord  Cap.  ix. 


Mansfield  in  Mostyn  y*  Fabrigas  (a)  applicable  to  its  full  totu-- 
extent^  and  to  remove  all  reasons  that  existed  previously  Jv^rMdietion. 
from  excluding  actions  for. damages  in  respect  of  injuries 
done  to  foreign  immovables  from  English  Courts.  So 
long  as  the  rules  as  to  venue  remaiued  in  force,  there  was, 
as  Lord  Mansfield  said,  a  formal  and  a  substantial  distinc- 
tion between  certain  actions.  The  distinction  between  Local  and 
local  and  transitory  actions  was  formal — based  on  the^^^^'^ 
necessities  and  technicalities  of  English  law,  and  capable 
of  being  modified  as  it  had  been  created.  The  substantial 
distinction  was  that  between  actions  the  object  of  which 
oould  not  be  attained  by  an  English  judgment,  and  those 
to  which  an  English  writ  could  give  full  satisfsK^tion — ^the 
former  category  comprising  only  those  actions  which  were 
brought  for  the  title  to  or  possession  of  immovable  property 
abroad.  Actions  for  personal  chattels  actually  situate 
within  foreign  jurisdiction  could  of  course  be  satisfied  if 
the  defendant  owner  was  within  the  control  of  an  English 
Court,  and  were  not  excluded  by  any  principle  of  inter- 
national  law  like  th^t  which  hedges  the  soil  of  a  foreign 
State  with  an  inviolable  sanctity.  The  formal  distinction 
has  now  been  abolished,  and  the  substantial  distinction 
alone  remains ;  but  the  substantial  distinction  never  did 
affect  such  actions  as  those,  now.  under  consideration — 
actions,  that  is,  not  for  the  title  to  or  possession  of  foreign 
immovables,  but  for  compensation  in  pecuniary  damages 
for  injuries  done  to  them,  brought  against  the  person  of 
the  owner,  and  to  be  satisfied  out  of  his  movable  personal 
estate.  It  would  therefore  seem  that  no  reason  now  exists 
on  principle  why  the  latter  class  of  actions  should  not  be 
maintained  in  an  English  Court,  subject  to  those  rules 
and  restrictions  by  which  all  actions  for  torts  committed 
abroad  are  governed,  and  which  will  be  presently  stated  (b). 
The  dida^  however,  of  the  judges  in  the  case  of  The  M. 

(a)  Cited  Cowp.  167.  (b)  Infra,  p.  393. 
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Pabt  in.  Moodham  (a),  which  haye  just  been  quoted,  shew  that  the 
qnestion  can  from  no  point  of  yiew  be  regarded  as  free 

Cap.  IX  f  j^nj  Jq^i^ 


Tori^^         The  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  English  Courts  to 
JurMiMm.  ^  actions  based  on  torts  to  foreign  immovables  has  thus 
been  shewn  to  depend  duefly,  if  not  entiiely,  upon  the 
history  of  the  law  of  venuSf  and  its  recent  abolition. 
Personal  torts^  which  were  transitory  and  not  local  in  their 
nature,  were  of  course  not  affected  by  the  old  restriction. 
There  was  at  one  time,  however^  another  cause  which 
might  be  regarded  as  limiting  the  jurisdiction  with  respect 
The  King's     to  certain  personal  trespasses,  as  assault.    In  the  form  of 
'^^^^  declaration  for    assault  which  was  in  use   before  the 

Common  Law  Procedure  Act»  1852,  the  assault  required 
to  be  laid  and  proved  contra  paeem  %*^ffi$ ;  a  condition 
which  of  course  could  not  be  strictly  complied  with  if  it 
had  taken  place  without  the  jurisdiction ;  and  Lord  Mans- 
field expressed  a  doubt  whether  this  would  not  exclude 
the  competency  of  the  English  Courts  to  try  such  eases  at 
all  (().  So  far  as  this  doubt  was  a  technical  one,  based 
on  the  necessities  of  English  procedure,  it  has  of  course 
been  removed ;  nor  does  it  in  fact  seem  to  have  had  any 
foundation  in  international  principles.  ''  The  right  of  all 
persons/'  said  Belwyn,  L. J.,  ^  whether  British  subjects  or 
aliens,  to  sue  in  the  English  Courts  for  damages  in  respect 
of  torts  committed  in  foreign  countries,  has  long  since 
been  established,  and  •  •  •  •  there  seems  to  be  no  reason 
why  aliens  should  not  sue  in  England  for  personal  in- 
juries done  to  them  by  other  aliens  abroad,  when  such 
injuries  are  actionable  both  by  the  law  of  England  and 
also  by  that  of  the  country  where  they  are  committed ; 
and  the  impression  which  had  prevailed  to  the  contrary 
seems  to  be  erroneous  "  (e).  Deferring  for  the  present  the 
subject  of  the  measure  of  the  wrong  done,  or  of  the  remedy 
available,  the  question  of  jurisdiction  seems  to  be  put 

(a)  L.  B.  1  P.  D.  107. 

(6)  Mogtun  Y.  Fabrigas,  1  Sm.  L.  C  658,  600;  B.C.  Cowp.  161. 
(c)  The  Halley,  L.  K.  2  P.  C.  193,  202 ;  The  Amalia,  1  Moo.  P.  C.  N.S. 
481. 
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beyond  all  reasonable  donbt ;  and  it  may  therefore  be     Part  m. 

assamed  that  an  English  Court  has  a  right  to  entertain        

all  actions  for  personal  wrongs^  wherever  and  by  whom-     Cap,  ix. 
soever  committed  (a),  without  any  breach  either  of  the      Toru-- 
comity  of  nations  or  the  technical  reqmremente  of  English     ""^ 
law. 

(ii.)  Measure  of  the  wrong  done. — ^The  English  Court,  hav* 
ing  jurisdiction  to  entertain  in  the  first  instance  any  daim 
in  respect  of  an  alleged  foreign  tort,  has  next  to  ascertain 
whether  the  act  complained  of  was  in  fact  unlawful  By 
what  law  is  it  to  be  guided  in  so  doing  ?  the  law  of  the 
country  where  the  act  was  committed  ?  or  that  of  England, 
^here  the  remedy  is  sought?  The  answer  to  this  has 
already  indirectly  been  given.  The  action  complained  of  Tort  must  be 
must  have  been  a  legal  wrong  both  by  the  law  of  ^^uxf^J^^ 
place  where  it  was  done,  and  by  the  law  of  England,  where  ^  l^* 
the  action  for  damages  is  brought.  ^  As  a  general  rule," 
said  Willes,  J.,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  in  Phillips  v.  Eyre  (&),  **  in  order  to 
found  a  suit  in  England  for  a  wrong  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  abroad,  two  conditions  must  be  f  olfilled.  First, 
the  wrong  must  be  of  such  a  character  that  it  would  have 
been  actionable  if  committed  in  England ;  therefore,  in 
The  SaUey  (o),  the  Judicial  Committee  pronounced  against 
a  suit  in  the  Admiralty  founded  upon  a  liability  by  the 
law  of  Belgium  for  collision  caused  by  the  act  of  a  pilot 
whom  the  shipowner  was  compelled  by  that  law  to  employ, 
and  for  whom  therefore,  as  not  being  his  agent,  he  was  not 
responsible  by  English  law.  Secondly,  the  act  must  not 
have  been  justifiable  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was 
done."  So  it  is  said  by  Mellish,  L.  J.,  in  the  case  of  The 
M.  Moosham  (d):  ''The  law  respecting  personal  injuries 
and  respecting  wrongs  to  personfd  property  appears  to  me 
to  be  perfectiy  setUed  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  in 
the  Courts  of  this  country  on  account  of  a  wrongful  act 

(a)  Except,  of  oonne,  torts  done,  authorized,  or  sanctioned  byaaovereign 
Power ;  Buron  v.  Denman,  2  Ex.  167 ;  arUef  p.  1<H. 
(6)  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  1, 28.  (0)  L,  B.  2  P.  C.  193. 

(d)  L.  K.  1  P.  D.  107,  at  p.  111. 
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Tort — when 
excused  by 
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either  to  a  person  or  to  personal  property,  commitled 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  oonntry,  nnlees  the  act 
is  wrongftil  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  is  com- 
mitted, and  also  wrongful  by  the  law  of  this  country." 
The  first  part  of  this  condition,  that  no  action  can  be 
maintained  for  an  act  wrongful  by  the  law  of  England 
but  legal  or  legalized  by  ex  pod  /ado  legislation  in  the 
country  where  it  was  committed,  is  tlie  proposition  which 
has  most  frequently  been  the  subject  of  debate.  In  BlacTs 
Case  (a).  Lord  Nottingham  held  that  a  seizure  in  Iceland, 
authorized  by  the  Danish  Groyemment  and  valid  by  the 
law  of  the  place,  could  not  be  questicmed  by  ciTil  action 
in  England ;  although  the  plaintiff,  an  Englishman,  in- 
sisted that  the  seizure  was  in  yiolation  of  a  treaty  between 
this  country  and  Denmark — a  matter  for  remonstrance 
between  the  govemments,  not  for  litigation  between  the 
subjects.  In  Ddbree  y.  Napier  (h\  Admiral  Napier  haying, 
when  in  the  seryice  of  the  Queen  of  Portugal,  captured  in 
Portuguese  waters  an  English  ship  breaking  blockade,  was 
held  to  be  ciyilly  justified,  by  the  law  of  Portugal  and  the 
law  of  nations,  though  his  serying  a  foreign  prince  was 
contrary  to  English  law,  and  subjected  him  to  penalties 
under  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act.  So  it.  was  held  that 
the  master  of  an  English  yessel,  indicted  for  an  assault 
and  fedse  imprisonment,  who  had  contracted  with  the 
Chilian  Goyemment  to  carry  certain  banished  prisoners 
from  Chili  to  Liyerpool,  and  had  in  fact  done  so,  after 
receiying  and  imprisoning  the  prisoners  at  Chili,  could 
justify  his  acts  under  the  authority  of  the  Chilian  Groyem- 
ment in  respect  of  all  that  had  taken  place  within  the 
local  jurisdiction  of  Chili,  but  not  in  respect  of  the  con- 
tinued imprisonment  when  the  ship  had  passed  out  of 
Chilian  waters  (c).  This  was  a  case  of  criminal  indict- 
mentk  but  the  reasons  of  the  decision  would  of  course  haye 
been  equally  applicable  to  a  ciyil  action  for  false  imprison- 


(a)  3  Swan,  603 ;  Blad  v.  Bayfield,  ib.  604. 

(ft)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  781. 

(c)  B.  V.  Ledey,  20  L.  J.  M.  0.  97 ;  Bell,  C.  C.  220. 


NiUure. 
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ine&t  or  trespass  to  the  peisoiL    ''We  assame/'  said    PabtIEL 

iBrle,  0. J.,  **  that  the  Chilian  Goyemment  oonld  justify  all        

that  it  did  within  its  own  territoiy,  and  we  think  it  follows  Cap,  ix. 
that  the  defendant  can  justify  all  that  he  did  there  as  Toru— 
agent  for  the  goyemment  and  under  its  authority/'  In 
PhiUipB  Y*Effre  (a),  the  last  decision  of  iipportance  on  the 
subject,  the  defendant  pleaded,  to  an  action  for  false  im- 
prisonment and  assault  in  the  island  of  Jamaica,  that 
since  the  grieyances  complained  of  a  retrospectiye  Act  of 
indemnity  had  been  passed  by  the  legislature  of  Jamaica, 
and  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  sufficient  answer  to  the 
action;  although  the  defendant  was  at  the  time  the 
goyernor  of  Jamaica,  and  had  assented  to  the  passing  of 
the  Act,  which  could  not  haye  become  law  without  his 
sanction.  This  case  was  decided  upon  demurrer ;  but  in 
the  leading  case  of  Mostyn  y.  Fcihrigm  (6),  where  an 
action  was  brought  against  the  Goyernor  of  Minorca  for  a 
similar  trespass,  the  justification  pleaded  by  the  defendant, 
that  he  had  acted  under  the  law  of  the  island  and  solely 
in  his. official  capacity,  was  negatiyed  by  the  jury,  and  the 
question  of  the  extra-territorial  operation  of  the  local  law 
did  not  therefore  arise.  It  was,  howeyer,  accorded  an 
implied  recognition  by  the  Priyy  Council  in  Hart  y. 
Oumpach  (c).  In  that  case  an  action  was  brought,  in  the 
British  Supreme  Court  for  China  and  Japan,  for  false  and 
fraudulent  representations  made  by  the  defendant,  occupy- 
ing an  official  post  in  the  seryice  of  the  Emperor  of  China, 
to  the  principal  of  the  Foreign  JBoard  at  Pekin,  respecting 
the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  professor  in  the  college 
established  there,  which  led  to  his  dismissal  by  that  Board. 
In  ordering  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  it 
was  said  that  if  it  were  shewn,  that  by  the  law  and  customs 
of  China  officers  in  the  seryice  of  the  goyemment  were 
absolutely  protected  in  making  reports  concerning  their 
subordinates,  and  that  it  was  against  the  policy  of  that 

(a)  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  1 ;  B.O.  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  225;  see  The  HaUey,  L.  B.  2 
P.  C.  193,  referred  to  by  Willes,  J.,  ia  bis  judgment  cited  above. 
(6)  Cowp.  161 ;  1  Sm.  L.  O.  658. 
(c)  L.  B.  4  P.  0.  43U.  463. 
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^A^^  Empire  to  allow  them  to  be  qnestioned  by  any  Comt,  it 
might  be  proper  to  hold  that  it  would  be  oontiary  to  the 
comity  of  nations,  and  therefore  contrary  to  public  policy 


Cap.  IX. 


^^f"*^—      in  the  eyes  of  an  English  Oonrt,  to  allow  a  British  subject 
— '      who  had  Yoluntarily  entered  into  *the  service  of  the 
Chinese  Government,  to  maintain  any  action  for  the 
representations  in  qnestion. 

f   These  authorities  seem,  therefore^  to  shew  condndvely 
that  if  an  alleged  wrong  is  not  actionable  in  the  country 
where  it  is  committed,  no  damage  can  be  recovered  for  it 
Grimmal        in  England ;  but  a  doubt  has  been  raised  as  to  the  effect 
^ahci%it     ^^  ^^^  foreign  law  in  those  cases  where  the  act  is  one  for 
not  actionable,  which  criminal  proceedings  might  have  been  taken  in  the 
actionable       Courts  of  the  country  where  it  was  committed,  though  no 
elaewhero.      damages  could  have  been  there  recovered.    Wightman,  J., 
intimated  an  opinion  that  if  a  trespass  was  not  lawful  or 
justifiable  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  was  com- 
mitted, the  mere  fact  that  no  remedy  by  recovery  of 
damages  was  given  by  that  law  would  not  deprive  the 
person  aggrieved  of  his  right  to  damages  given  by  the 
English  law,  at  any  rate  when  the  parties  were  British 
subjects  (a).     No  opinion  on  this  point  was,  however, 
necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case,  as  the  pleadings 
were  held  not  to  contain  any  averment  that  damages  might 
not  be  recovered  by  the  foreign  law  for  the  alleged  tres- 
passes, and  the  rest  of  the  Court  guarded  themselves  from 
being  supposed  to  assent  to  the  dictum  referred  to.    The 
later  decisions  which  have  been  cited  appear  virtually  to 
overrule  it    The  law  of  the  place  where  an  act  is  done 
defines  its  character  altogether,  and  pronounces  once  for 
all  whether  it  is  wrongful  and  actionable,  or  legal  and 
innocent.     It  may  of  course  stamp  it  as  wrongful  but  not 
actionable,  as  in  8coU  v.  Seymour.    In  that  case  the  act  is 
not  a  wrong  to  the  individual,  but  only  to  the  State. 
Consequently,  the  individual  who  considers  himself  ag- 
grieved   cannot  claim    damages  for    that  which  is  no 
wrong  to  him,  either  in  the  country  where  the  act  is 

(a)  ScoU  V.  Seymour,  1  H.  &  C.  219. 


Nature. 


T0BT8.  397 

committed  or  in  any  other.    To  say  that  such  a  foreign     Pabt  m. 
law  gives  the  person  injured  a  criminal  remedy  but  not  a        _^ 
civil  one,  and  that  the  question  is  therefore  one  of  proce*     ^^'  ^^ 
dure  for  the  lex  fori^  is  a  mistake.    The  individual  is      Toru— 
given  no  remedy  at  all,  since  a  criminal  prosecution  is 
not  for  the  benefit  of  the  individual,  but  of  the  State. 
He  in  given  no  remedy  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
act  is  done,  because  that  law  regards  him  as  having  suf- 
fered no  wrong,  and  the  law  of  any  tribunal  in  which  he 
may  afterwards  sue  should  accept  the  decision  of  that 
which  has  natural  'and    primary  jurisdiction.      In  the 
words  of  Willes,  J.,  the  obligation  is  the  principal  to 
which  the  right  of  action  in  any  Court  whatever  is  only 
accessory,  and  such  accessory,  according  to  the  maxim  of 
law,  follows  the  principal,  and  must  stand  or  fall  there- 
with. BeSy  qusB  aaeessorivm  loeum  chtineniy  eaiingwmtur  eum 
res  prindpales  peremptse  sunt    A  right  of  action,  whether 
it  arise  from  contract  governed  by  the  law  of  the  place,  or 
from  a  wrong,  is  equally  the  creature  of  the  law  of  the 
place,  and  subordinate  thereto.    The  terms  of  the  con- 
tract or  the  character  of  the  subject-matter  may  shew 
that  the  parties  intended  their  bargain  to  be  governed  by 
some  other  law ;  but  prima  facie  it  falls  under  the  law  of 
the  place  where  it  was  made.    And  in  like  manner  the 
civil  liability  arising  out  of  a  wrong  derives  its  birth  from 
the  law  of  ihe  place,  and  its  character  is  determined  by 
that  law.    Therefore,  an  act  committed  abroad,  if  valid 
and  unquestionable  by  the  law  of  the  place,  cannot,  so  far 
as  civil  liability  is  concerned,  be  drawn  in  question  else- 
where, unless  by  force  of  some  distinct  exceptional  legisla- 
tion, superadding  a  liability  other  than  and  beside  that 
incident  to  the  act  itself  (a).    It  cannot^  however,  be  said 
that  these  dieta  are  necessarily  to  be  understood  as  giving 
a  sufficient  answer  to  the  opinion  expressed  by  Wight- 
man,  J.,  in  Seott  v.  Seymour  (i),  with  respect  to  the  case 
of  an  act  illegal  and  criminal,  but  not  actionable,  by  the 

(a)  Per  Willes.  J.,  in  Phillips  v.  Eyre,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  1,  28. 
(h)  1  U.  &  C.  219. 
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law  of  the  place  where  it  was  oommitted ;  and  the  law  on 
this  branch  of  the  subject  can  scarcely  be  regarded  as  free 
from  doubt. 

When  the  act  complained  of  takes  place  in  a  locality 
over  which  no  municipal  law  extends,  so  as  to  be  compe- 
tent to  decide  its  wiongfal  <x  innocent  nature,  it  would 
seem  (a)  that  the  lex  fori  must  necessarily  be  followed,  in 
the  absence  of  any  other  with  authority  to  speak.    Thus, 
in  an  action  by  a  submarine  telegraph  company  against 
the  foreign  owners  of  a  ship,  for  negligence  and  want  of 
proper  care  in  navigating  their  ship,  whereby  the  cable 
of  the  plaintiffs,  stretching  from  Doyer  to  Calais,  was 
damaged  by  the  defendants'  anchor,  it  was  apparently 
assumed  that  the  law  of  England  was  the  proper  measure 
of  the  negligence  complained  of,  and  of  its  actionable 
character,  whether  the  injury  was  done  to  the  ^caUe 
within  or  without  the  limit  of  three  miles  from  the  Eng- 
lish shore  (&).    It  could  not,  of  course,  be  contended  that 
the  English  Ck>urt  had  not  jurisdiction  to  try  an  action  for 
personal  damages,  whatever  the  locality  of  the/ao<f«9i>,  on 
the  principles  already  explained ;  and  it  did  not  appear 
that  any  law  could  be  invoked  to  measure  a  tort  com- 
mitted on  the  high  seas,  or  (in  this  case)  on  the  soil  at 
the  bottom  of  the  high  seas,  but  the  law  of  the  forwm 
in  which  the  action  was  brought.    Torts  in  the  nature 
of  collisions  between  vessels  on  the  high  seas  are  within 
the  original  jurisdiction   of  the   High  Court  of  Admi* 
ralty,  whatever  the  nationality  of  the  parties,  though  it 
may  be  that  the  Court  has  a  discretion  whether  or  not  it 
will  interfere  between  litigants  who  are  both  the  domiciled 
subjects  of  a  foreign  State  (c) ;  and  by  modern  statutes, 

(a)  Story  sugjgests  (§  423)  that  with  respect  to  such  torts  as  these,  each 
nation  would  either  apply  its  own  law  (i.e.,  the  lex  fori),  or  would  apply 
the  same  law  that  the  nation  to  which  the  tort  feasor  belonged  would  apply 
if  the  circumstances  were  reversed,  following  the  rule  of  reciprocity.  See 
Ths  GiroUmo,  3  Hagg.  Ad.  169. 

(b)  The  Submarine  Telpgraph  Co.  v.  Dickson,  15  C.  B.  N.S.  759.  As  to 
the  three-mile  zone,  see  ^  v.  Keyn,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  D.  63,  and  The  Territorial 
Waters  Jurisdiction  Act,  1878.  In  the  case  cited  in  the  text,  it  was  alleged 
tliat  the  cable  was  lying  in  the  high  seas  within  the  three-mile  zone  by 
virtue  of  a  charter  from  the  Crown. 

(c)  Fer  Sir  R.  Phillimorc  in  27ic  Mali  loo,  L.  R.  2  A.  &  E.  356, 
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thd  same  Ooart  has  been  given  jurisdiction  over  any  claim    Pabt  m. 

for  damage  done  by  any  vessel,  "whether  to  another  vessel        ^" 

or  to  person  or  property  in  some  other  form  (a).    These     <^ap.  ix. 
latter  torts  also  were  originally  within  the  jurisdiction  of      Tort»— 
the  Admiralty  Court,  according  to  Sir  R  Phillimore  in     ^^^y 
TTie  Sylph  {h\  in  which  case  the  statutory  jurisdiction  just 
referred  to  was  held  to  include  the  case  of  damage  in- 
flicted by  a  steamer  on  the  River  Mersey  upon  a  diver 
during  his  employment  at  the  bottom.    The  same  juris- 
diction had  been  already  applied  to  a  cause  of  damage 
against  a  ship  for  injury  to  a  breakwater  {e).     It  is 
perhaps  superfluous  to  repeat  that  in  such  a  case  if  the 
breakwater  injured  were  an  integral  part  of  the  soil  of  a 
foreign  State,  the  question  of  jurisdiction  will  arise  in  a 
more  serious  form  (d). 

(iii)  MetMure  of  the  remedy. — The  general  rale  will  be 
stated  in  its  proper  place  («),  that  all  questions  of  remedy 
or  procedure  belong  to  the  lex  fori  ;  and  the  theory  of  the 
remedy  available  in  case  of  tort  is  of  course  no  exception 
to  the  general  rule.  ^  As  to  foreign  laws,"  says  Willes,  J.,  Remedies 
"  which  aflect  the  liability  of  parties  in  respect  of  bygone  ^V^^  ^^ 
transactions,  the  law  is  clear  that  if  the  foreign  law  touches 
only  the  remedy  or  procedure  for  enforcing  the  obligation, 
as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  statute  of  limitations,  such 
law  is  no  bar  to  an  action  in  this  country ;  but  if  the 
foreign  law  extinguishes  the  right,  it  is  a  bar  in  this 
country  equally  as  if  the  extinguishment  had  been  by  a 
release  of  the  party,  or  an  act  of  our  own  legislature  "  (/). 
The  question,  in  fact,  is  always  whether  the  foreign  law 
goes  to  the  nature  of  the  right,  the  essence  of  the  obliga- 
tion, or  whether  it  only  affects  the  manner  in  which  the 
right  is  to  be  enforced,  or  the  obligation  dissolved.  If 
the  latter  is  its  true  construction,  it  has  no  operation 
except  in  its  own  tribunals ;   if  the  former,  its  decision 

(a)  24  Vict.  c.  10.  8.  7 ;  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  65. 

(6)  L.  R.  2  A.  &  £.  24.    The  law  on  this  biunch  of  the  subjeot  is  ex- 
haustively collected  by  Story  hi  De  Lovio  v.  Boit,  2  Gallison,  398. 
(r)  The  Vhla,  cited  in  note,  L.  R.  2  A.  &  E.  29. 
id)  The  M.  Moxham,  L.  R,  1  P.  D.  107.  (e)  Infra,  Chap.  X. 

(/)  In  rhillipe  v.  Eyre,  L.  R,  C  Q.  B.  29. 
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Pabt  m.    mart  be  respected  by  all  Courts  alike.    In  the  words  cl 

_^'      Willes,  J.,  which  have  been  already  cited,  ''the  civil 

^^•^^     liability  arising  out  of  a  wrong  derives  its  birth  from  the 

Torts^     law  of  the  place,  and  its  character  is  determined  by  that 

^^"^y*     law.    Therefore,  an  act  committed  abroad,  if  valid  and 

onquestionable  by  the  law  of  the  place,  cannot,  so  hr 

as  ci?il  liability  is  concerned,  be  drawn  in  qnestion  else- 

where»  nnless  by  force  of  some  distinct  exceptional  legis* 

lation,  saperadding  a  liability  other  than  and  beside  that 

Lex  fort         incident  to  the  act  itself*  (a).    But  if  the  law  of  the 

cannot  create      ,  i_     .1  ^  •  x«  a-        i_t  •.   - 

liabUity.  plsco  make  the  act  m  question  an  actionable  wrong,  it  is 
actionable  in  English  Courts  according  to  the  English  law 
and  method  of  procedura  It  can  scarcely  be  said  that 
the  distiaction  between  civil  and  criminal  proceedings  is 
one  of  remedy  or  procedure.  An  act  which  the  law  of 
the  place  forbids,  and  imposes  a  penalty  on,  is  not  neces- 
sarily an  act  for  which  the  same  law  would  give  the 
aggrieved  person  an  action  for  damages;  and  therefore, 
though  it  may  be  a  wrong  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 
it  was  done,  it  may  not  be  an  actionable  wrong.  The 
question  whether,  under  such  circumstances,  it  would  be 
an  actionable  wrong  in  an  English  Court,  arose  in  Scott  t. 
Seymour  (h) ;  but  it  was  ultimately  held  to  be  unnecessary 
to  decide  it,  inasmuch  as  the  plea  in  dispute  was  construed 
not  to  amount  to  an  averment  that  the  wrong  was  not 
actionable  at  all  in  the  Civil  Courts  of  the  country  where 
it  was  committed.  Wightman,  J.,  expressed  an  opinion 
that,  at  any  rate  between  British  subjects,  the  fact  that 
the  local  law  gave  no  oi?il  remedy  for  a  wrong,  which  it 
nevertheless  made  criminal,  would  not  prevent  an  action 
for  damages  from  being  maintained  in  England.  ^  I  find 
no  authority  for  holding,  even  if  the  Neapolitan  law  gives 
no  remedy  for  an  assault  and  battery,  however  violent 
and  unprovoked,  by  recovery  of  damages,  that  therefore 
a  British  subject  is  deprived  of  his  right  to  damages  given 
by  the  English  law  against  another  British  subject "  (e). 

(o)  PhillipB  V.  Eyre,  L.  R.  G  Q.  B.  28.  (b)  1  H.  A  C.  219. 

(c)  1  H.  &  C.  p.  235. 
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The  other  judges,  however,  oarefally  guarded  themselyes    Pabt  ni. 

against  being  supposed  to  concur  in  this  view,  and  the        

distinction  between  British  subjects  and  foreigners,  at  any     0^-^^ 
rate,  seems  arbitrary  and  unfounded  (a).    The  reasonable      Toru-^ 

construction  of  the  recent  authorities  seems  to  point  to        ^' 

an  opposite  conclusion,  and  it  will  probably  be  safer  to 

say  that  the  tortious  or  illegal  nature  of  an  act  is  to  be 

decided  once  for  all  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was 

committed.    The  remedy  alone  is  a  matter  for  the  le» 

fori  to  regulate ;  t.6.,  assuming  that  an  act  is  a  tort,  and 

therefore  an  actionable  wrong,  the  lex  fori  must  prescribe 

the  mode  in  which  the  action  is  to  be  brought    There  is 

at  any  rate  no  direct  authority  for  allowing  the  lex  fori 

any  farther  effect,  or  permitting  it  to  say,  in  any  case, 

that  an  action  shall  be  maintained  which  could  not  have 

been  brought  at  all  in  the  Courts  of  the  place  where  the 

act  was  done.    Nor  ought  the  lex  fori  to  be  allowed  to 

determine  the  person  on  whom  the  liability  to  an  action  Liability  not 

attaches,  by  whatever  other  law  that  may  eventually  be  ^  fex™^S/ 

decided.    In  the  Oeneral  Steam  Navigaiion  Company  v. 

OuHlau  (6),  the  action  was  brought  against  the  defendant 

as  alleged  owner  of  a  certain  vessel,  for  so  negligently 

navigating  her  by  his  servants  on  the  high  seas  as  to  come 

into  collision  with  and  sink  a  ship  of  the  plaintiffs ;  and 

the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  vessel  was  the  property  of 

a  society  or  company  established  by  French  law,  of  which 

he  was  a  shareholder  and  the  acting  director,  and  that  by 

French  law  he  the  defendant  was  not  responsible  for  or 

liable  to  be  sued  or  impleaded  individually,  or  in  his  own 

name  or  person,  in  respect  of  l^e  causes  of  action  in  the 

declaration  mentioned,  but  the  said  company  alone,  by 

their  said  style  or  title,  or  the  master  or  person  in  com* 

mand  of  the  ship  for  the  time  being,  was  responsible  for 

and  liable  to  be  sued  and  impleaded  for  the  said  causes  of 

action.     The  Court  of  Exchequer  were  divided  as  to  the 

true  construction  to  be  put  on  this  plea,  but  they  were 

agreed  in  expressing  a  strong  opinion  that  if  the  plea  was 

(a)  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  i6.  2S7.  (b)  11  M.  &  W.  877. 
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to  be  taken  as  averring  that,  by  the  law  of  France,  the 
defendant  was  not  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  master  of  the 
vessel,  but  that  a  body  established  by  French  law,  and 
analogous  to  an  English  corporation,  were  the  proprietors 
of  the  vessel,  and  alone  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  master, 
who  was  their  servant  and  not  the  servant  of  the  in- 
dividuals  composing  that  body,  then  there  was  a  good 
defence  to  the  action.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  said 
that  if  the  plea  merely  meant  that  the  proper  coarse  of 
proceeding  in  a  French  Court  would  be  to  sue  the  defen- 
dant jointly  with  the  other  shareholders  of  the  company 
under  the  name  of  their  association,  it  would  undoubtedly 
be  bad;  for  it  was  well  established,  *'that  the  forms  of 
remedies  and  modes  of  proceeding  were  regulated  solely 
by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  action  was  instituted — 
the  leu  fori;  and  it  was  no  objection  to  a  suit  instituted 
in  proper  form  in  England,  that  it  would  have  been 
instituted  in  a  different  form  in  the  Court  of  the  country 
where  the  cause  of  action  arose,  or  to  which  the  defendant 
belonged  "  (a).  It  appears  quite  clear,  if  the  former  of 
the  two  suggested  constructions  is  adopted,  that  the  lex 
fori  could  have  had  no  title  to  interfere.  The  rule  of 
maritime  law  adopted  in  England  is  no  doubt  that  the 
owner  is  liable  for  the  negligent  navigation  of  the  master, 
but  the  vessel  in  question  was  sailing  under  the  flag  of 
France,  and  owned  wholly  in  that  country.  The  question, 
therefore,  involved  in  the  plea,  adopting  the  construction 
indicated,  was  simply  of  the  ownership  according  to  the 
law  of  France.  If  the  defendant  was  not  owner,  the 
master  was  not  his  servant ;  but  the  servant  of  the  French 
corporation,  who  alone  were  liable  for  his  acts ;  and  the  law 
of  the  8hip*s  flag  was  obviously  the  only  one  competent 
to  determine  the  question. 

The  lex  loot  actus  is  clearly  the  proper  law  to  measure 
the  amount  of  damages  properly  flowing  from  a  tortious 
act  Thus  it  was  decided  in  an  old  case  that  where  there 
had  been  a  tortious  conversion  of  a  ship  abroad,  interest 

(a)  11  M.  &  W.  p.  895. 
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was  to  be  calculated,  in  assessing  the  damages,  on  the  Fabt  m. 

yalne  of  the  ship  at  the  rate  of  interest  fixed  by  the  t^ 

foreign  law  (a).    The  calculation  of  interest,  on  a  breach  Gap.  ix. 


of  contract,  is  almost  inyariably  determined,  on  a  similar  Toru— 
principle,  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  payment  ought  to  Remedy. 
have  been  made ;  the  theory  being  that  the  plaintiff  has 
a  right  to  be  put  in  the  same  position,  as  to  all  questions 
of  interest  and  currency,  as  if  payment  had  been  made  at 
the  place  and  time  stipulated  for  (b).  Thus  where  the 
action  is  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill,  the  law  of  the 
place  where  he  agrees  to  pay  preyails ;  and  on  the  same 
principle  it  was  held  that  where  the  claim  was  in  fact 
against  the  drawers,  who  had  drawn  the  bill  in  Canada, 
the  Canadian  law  determined  the  interest  (0). 

In  pronouncing  upon  torts  committed  upon  the  high  Torts  on  high 
seas,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  most  of  course  be  guided  by  "®*** 
maritime  law  without  reference  to  the  municipal  law  of 
either  of  the  litigant  parties;    except  where  English 
statutes  haye  laid  down  different  principles  for  its  guid- 
ance.    The  maritime  law  as  administered  in  English' 
Courts  is  in  fact,  according  to  the  latest  expressions  of 
judicial  opinion,  English  law  (d) ;  and  in  applying  it  to  . 
actions  founded  upon  torts  committed  on  the  high  seas, 
the  law  of  the  forum  is,  in  a  sense,  adopted  in  the  place  of 
any  with  a  better  claim  to  be  regarded  as  the  lex  loci. 

The  true  conception  of  this  law  is,  more  probably,  that  Maritime  law. 
law  which  the  English  Court  considers  to  be  regarded  by 
all  maritime  ciyilized  nations — and  itself — as  the  lex  loci — 
the  law  operating  upon  the  high  seas,  and  bearing  the 
same  relation  to  that  part  of  the  surface  of  the  earth  that 
the  municipal  law  of  any  independent  State  bears  to  the 
territory  of  that  state.  It  is  undoubtedly  founded  upon 
and  has  originated  in  the  principles  of  law  which  have 
been  adopted  as  common  by  the  majority  of  maritime 

(a)  Ekim  ▼.  East  India  Co,,  1  P.  Wnu.  395. 

(5)  Suse  V.  Pomp,  8  0.  B.  N.8.  638;  Ckuh  v.  Kennon,  11  Vcs.  314; 
Scott  y.  Sevan,  2  B.  &  Ad.  78 ;  CoekereU  ▼.  Barber,  16  Yes.  461. 

(c)  SiaU  Fire  Insurance  Co.,  In  re,  82  L.  J.  Ch.  300. 

(d)  See  per  Wille«,  J.,  in  Lloyd  ▼.  GvibeH,  L.  R.  Q.  B.  125 ;  The  Ham- 
burg, 2  Moo.  P.  C.  N.S.  289 ;  aiUe,  p.  368. 
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PAirr  m.    nations,  and  is  therefore,  in  one  sense,  intemationaL    In 
another  sense  it  is  mnnicipal ;  that  is,  it  is  the  law  which 
the  English  Conrt  of  Admiralty  applies  to  certain  trans- 
Toru—      actions  happening  out  of  British  dominions,  to  which  the 

f*     ordinary  statute  law  of  the  realm  does  not,  in  the  absence 

of  an  expressed  intention  to  that  effect,  apply.  It  is  laid 
down  by  Blachstone  (a),  that  **  affairs  of  commerce  are 
regulated  by  a  law  of  their  own,  called  the  law  merchant^ 
or  lex  merecUoria,  which  all  nations  agree  in  and  take 
notice  of."  Whh  respect  to  the  liability  of  the  owners  of 
a  vessel  for  damage  done  by  her  by  collision  on  the  high 
seas,  it  is  clear  thai  by  this  law,  apart  from  the  effect  of 
English  statutes,  the  liability  went  to  the  full  extent  of 
the  tort,  nor  was  any  limit  imposed  on  the  duty  of  making 
compensation  (b) ;  and  this  is,  of  course,  also  the  rule  of 
the  English  common  law.  By  the  statute  53  (reo.  IIL 
c.  159,  s.  1,  it  was  however  enacted  that  shipowners 
British  Mer-  should  uot  be  liable  for  any  damage  occasioned  by  the 
ping  Acts—  ship  beyond  the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight  (c).  The 
liSiiaf ""b  °^  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  63),  s.  64, 
adopted  this  principle  by  limiting  the  liability  of  the 
owners  to  an  aggregate  amount  calculated  in  proportion 
to  the  ship's  tonnage,  and  extended  it  in  terms  to  the 
owners  of  foreign  as  well  as  British  ships.  Under  the 
previous  statute  it  had  been  held  that  the  limitation  of 
liability  applied  only  where  both  litigants  were  British, 
and  that  the  English  law  could  neither  be  invoked  for  or 
against  either  plaintiff  or  defendant  in  the  English  Oonrt 
where  a  foreign  ship  was  concerned  (d).  It  must  there* 
fore  be  taken  as  having  been  decided  that  this  municipal 
law  limiting  the  liability  of  shipowners  was  not  and  is  not 
a  law  regulating  the  remedy  merely,  with  which  the  leas 
fori  has  alone  to  do.  "Clearly,*'  said  Vice-Ohancellor 
Page  Wood  in  Cope  v.  Boherty^  '*an  act  which  limits  the 

(a)  1  Bl.  Com.  c.  7,  273 ;  4  Bl.  Com.  c.  5,  p.  67. 

(6)  Per  Sir  J.  Nicholl  in  The  Girolamo,  3  Hagg.  Adm.  186;  see  also  The 
Carl  Johann,  cited  1  Ha^g.  Adm.  109. 
(c)  Re-enacted  by  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  s.  504. 
(rf)  Cope  V.  Doherty,  4  K.  &  J.  367  ;  The  Wild  Ranger,  1  Luah.  553. 
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damageB  to  which  the  shipowner  is  to  be  liable  under  cir-  P^n  UL 
cnmstanoes  like  the  present  deals  with  the  snbstance  and  .^ 
not  the  form  of  the  prooedure.  It  in  effect  forms  a  con-  ^^^'  ^^ 
tract  that,  whereas  by  the  natural  law  the  owner  of  the  Taru^ 
ship  or  property  that  has  been  injured  would  be  entitled  ^^^tf- 
to  damages  to  the  full  extent  of  the  loss  that  he  has  sus- 
tained, all  those  persons  upon  whom  the  legislature  can 
impose  such  a  contracty  that  is  to  say,  all  its  own  subjects, 
shall  forego  that  which  the  natural  law — the  common  law, 
as  we  should  call  it  in  England — would  giye  them,  and 
shall  be  entitled  only  to  the  amount  of  the  value  of  the 
ship  by  which  the  injury  has  been  inflicted,  and  of  the 
freight  due  or  to  grow  due  in  respect  of  such  ship  during 
the  voyage  "  (a).  It  had  been  contended  in  argument  in 
this  case  that  whether  such  a  limitation  of  liability  was  a 
matter  of  remedy  and  procedure  for  the  lex  fori  or  not, 
the  Euglish  rule  could  not  be  applied  because  the  proper 
construction  of  the  statute  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  s.  504) 
was  that  it  did  not  intend  to  limit  the  liability  of 
foreigners.  So  far,  however,  as  the  liability  of  a  foreign 
shipowner  is  concerned,  it  is  now  unnecessary  to  discuss 
the  former  point,  or  to  attempt  any  criticism  of  the  **  con- 
tract" which  the  statute  was  said  by  Lord  Hatherley 
to  impose  upon  British  subjects,  inasmuch  as  the  later 
statutory  provisions  (h)  expressly  include  the  owners  of 
foreign  as  well  as  British  ships. 

(a)  Cope  V.  DoheHy,  4  K.  &  J.  867,  884. 

(6)  Beet.. 54  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Acts  Amendment  Act,  1862 
(25  &  26  Vict.  c.  68^,  commences  as  follows :  **  The  owners  of  any  ship, 
whether  British  or  foreign,  shall  not,  in  cases  where  all  or  any  of  the 
following  events  oocnr  without  their  actual  fault  or  privity,  that  is  to  say, 

**  (8)  Where  any  loss  of  life  or  personal  injury  is  by  reason  of  the  im- 
proper navigation  of  such  ship  as  aforesaid  caused  to  any  person  carried 
in  any  other  ship  or  boat ; 

"  (4)  Where  any  loss  or  damage  is  by  reason  of  the  improper  navigation 
of  such  ship  as  aforesaid  caused  to  any  other  ship  or  boat,  or  to  any  goods, 
merchandise,  or  other  things  whatsoever  on  board  any  other  ship  or  boat ; 

**  Be  answerable  in  damages  in  respect  of  loss  of  life  or  personal  injury, 
either  alone  or  together  witii  loss  or  damage  to  ship's  boats,  goods,  mer- 
chandise, or  other  things,  to  an  ag^gate  amount  exceeding  £15  for  each 
ton  of  their  ship's  tonnage;  nor  in  respect  of  loss  or  damage  to  ship's 
goods,  merchandise,  or  other  things,  whether  there  be  in  addition  loss  of 
life  or  personal  injury  or  not,  to  an  aggregate  amount  exceeding  £8  for  each 
ton  of  the  ship's  tonnage.** 
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PabtIIL       The  state  of  the  law  then,  when  this  enactment  was 

passed^  was  as  follows :  No  limitation  of  liability  for  torts 

^^'^-     was  imposed  upon  ship-owners  by  the  general  law  mari- 
rofto—      time,  and  the  English  statutes  which  did  impose  such  a 
^^^y-     limitation  had  been  held  only  to  apply  to  cases  where 
both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  British  subjects ;  i^. 
Torts  on  high  iq  the  case  of  a  collision,  where  both  the  ships  sailed  under 
tion  of  the  British  flag ;  on  the  ground  that  the  full  liability  of 

liability  for.  foreign  ship-owners  was  not  cut  down  by  the  English 
Merchant  Shipping  Acts,  and  that  these  Acts  were  not  to 
be  construed  as  depriving  such  foreign  ship-owners  of  their 
full  natural  rights  against  British  or  other  ship-owners 
without  express  words  to  that  effect  (a).  Then  came  the 
statute  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  63,  s.  104)  which  in  terms  limited 
the  liability  of  foreign  ship-owners.  The  previous  cases 
having  been  decided  on  the  ground,  amongst  others,  that 
the  English  statutes  were  not  to  be  construed  as  limiting 
the  riffhia  of  foreign  ship-owners  against  British  subjects, 
because  they  had  not  limited  their  liability  when  the 
position  was  reversed;  the  question  arose  whether,  now 
that  the  liahQiiy  of  foreign  owners  was  limited  in  express 
terms,  the  rights  of  foreign  owners — 1.0.,  the  liabilities  of 
British  owners  when  sued  by  foreigners — were  not  to  be 
limited  in  the  same  way.  It  was  held  in  The  Amalia  (b), 
by  the  Privy  Council,  confirming  the  judgment  of  Dr. 
Lushington,  that  they  were  to  be  so  limited,  the  statute 
having  now  enabled  an  English  Court  to  do  reciprocal 
justice  when  it  was  sought  to  impose  unlimited  liability 
on  a  foreign  ship.  **  If  the  statute  in  question,"  says  Dr. 
Lushington,  '*  gives  the  right  of  limited  liability  to  the 
Britit^h  ship-owner  and  the  foreign  ship-owner  alike,  if 
there  be  perfect  reciprocity,  then  complete  justice  is  done, 
and  I  have  no  longer  to  struggle  against  an  interpretation 
producing  injustice.  In  construing  this  section,  therefore, 
I  must  look  to  see  whether  it  purports  to  affect  the  owners 

(a)  Cope  y.  Doherty,  2  K.  &  J.  867 ;  The  WUd  Banger,  1  Lush.  553 ; 
S2  L.  J.  Adm.  49. 
(6)  1  Moo.  P.  C.  N.S.  471. 


TOBTS.  407 

of  British  ships  and  the  owners  of  foreign  ships ;  and  if  I    Pabt  m. 

find,  from  the  words  of  the  section  and  from  the  whole        

context  and  snbject-matter,  that  it  was  the  intention  of     ^^'^' 
the  statute  to  make  limited  liability  for  both  British  and      Taru— 

foreign  ships,  then  I  consider  there  is  no  serious  objection        ^' 

to  the  British  Parliament  legislating  for  foreigners  "  (a). 

The  last  clause  from  the  above  quotation  from  Dr. 
Lusbington's  judgment  indicates  the  real  nature  of  the 
controTcrsy.  It  had  been  decided  in  the  previous  cases 
that  a  law  which  limited  the  liability  of  a  tort-feasor  was 
not  a  law  relating  to  procedure  (though  it  did  undoubtedly 
directly  affect  the  remedy  available),  and  that  it  was  not 
therefore  applicable,  in  the  character  of  the  lex  fori,  to 
foreigners.  It  was,  however,  indisputable  that  it  was 
competent  to  the  English  legislature  to  direct  its  Courts 
to  apply  it  to  any  or  all  of  the  causes  that  came  before 
them,  and  thus  to  legislate  for  foreigners,  so  far  as  they 
were  litigants  before  English  tribunals.  The  only  ques- 
tion was,  how  far  the  English  legislature  had  done  so; 
and  it  had  been  held  that  the  previous  enactment  (17  & 
18  Vict.  c.  104,  s.  504)  had  in  fact  legislated  for  foreigners 
as  well  as  British  subjects  in  respect  of  collisions  that 
took  place  within  a  distance  of  three  miles  from  the 
British  shores  (b) — the  limit  to  which  the  jurisdiction  of 
an  independent  State  claims  by  the  law  of  nations  to 
extend  (c).  The  construction  put  by  the  Privy  Council  in 
the  case  of  The  Amalia  {d)  upon  the  last  statute  (25  &  26 
Vict.  c.  68),  is  in  effect  that  the  English  legislature  has 
now  legislated  for  foreigners  who  are  concerned  in  colli- 
sions on  any  part  of  the  high  seas,  whenever  the  rights  or 
liabilities  of  those  foreigners  come  in  question  in  an 
English  Courts  so  far  as  to  limit  their  right  to  recover 
and  their  liability  to  pay  damages  by  one  and  the  same 
rule. 

(a)  1  Moo.  P.  C.  N.S.  p.  476. 

(6)  General  Inn  Screw  CcUiery  Co,  y.  8<Q^urmaM^  1  J.  &  H.  180 ;  29 
L.  J.  Gh.  877 ;  but  aee  thiB  case  questioned  in  The  Saxonitit  1  Lush.  412, 
419  421 

(e)  See  B.  ▼.  Keyn^  L.  B.  2  Ex.  D.  63;  The  Territorial  Waters  Jurisdic- 
tion Act,  1878.  id)  1  Moo.  P.  C.  Ni3.  471. 
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Past  HL        It  may  here  be  added  that  the  sectkm  (s.  503)  in  the 

"^^      Meichant  Shipping  Act^  1854,  wbioh  immediately  pre- 

Cap.dl     ceded  the  provision  limiting  the  liability  of  ship-owneia 

Taru^      in  case  of  collision,  and  conferred  an  absolute  protection 

^^"^y-     on  ship-owners  in  the  case  of  damage  done  to  cargo  by 

fire,  or  of  loss  of  precious  metals  and  stones  by  theft, 

where  the  nature  and  value  of  such  articles  had  not  been 

inserted  in  the  bill  of  lading,  was  uniformly  construed  as 

applying  only  to  British  ships  (a) ;  and  has  not  been 

extended,  like  s.  504,  to  foreign  ship-owners  by  any  later 

enactment. 

Merchant  The  provisions  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Acts  which 

— rSles^f  *  ^^^^  j°^  ^^^^^  considered  relate  strictly  to  the  measure  of 
DATigation.  the  remedy,  though,  as  has  been  already  pointed  out,  it 
has  been  decided  that  they  are  not  regulations  of  remedy 
or  procedure  in  such  a  sense  as  to  be  applicable  to 
foreigners  simply  in  the  character  of  the  lexforu  Certain 
other  cases,  however,  which  were  decided  on  the  applica^ 
bility  to  foreigners  of  the  English  statutory  regulations 
concerning  sailing  and  navigation,  have  in  reality  nothing 
to  do  with  the  remedy  at  all,  though  they  are  generally 
cited  in  connection  with  the  questions  considered  above. 
Those  regulations  are,  in  fact,  municipal  laws  intended  to 
follow  British  subjects  over  any  part  of  the  high  seas,  and 
to  govern  their  conduct  inter  se,  so  as  to  determine  the 
tortious  or  innocent  nature  of  the  navigation  of  a  British 
ship  which  results  in  collision.  Accordingly,  it  seems  to 
have  been  rightly  decided  that  they  are  inapplicable  when- 
ever either  of  the  parties  to  the  collision  was  foreign  (h) ; 
and  this  although  s.  298  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
1854,  provides  that  if  it  appears  to  the  Court  that  the 
collision  was  occasioned  by  the  breach  of  any  of  the  statu- 
tory rules,  the  owner  of  the  ship  by  which  such  a  rule  has 
been  infringed  shall  not  be  entitled  to  recover  any  recom- 

(a)  Maelachlan  on  Shipping,  p.  113  :  I7i«  General  Screw  Colliery  Co.  v. 
Sohurmans,  IJ.  &  H.  160;  Cope  v.  Doherty,  4  K.  &  J.  367 ;  The  GwolanuK 
3  HagK.  Adm.  187 ;  The  Carl  Johann,  cited  1  Uagg.  Adm.  113. 

(h)  The  Dumfrie$,  Swab.  63;  The  ZoUverein,  Swab.  96;  The  Saxonia, 
1  Lush.  412;  17  &  18  Vict,  c  104»  S8.  29&-298. 
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penge  whatever  for  any  damage  sostained  by  such  ship  in    Pabt  m. 

Huch  colliBioiiy  nnless  it  is  shewn  to  the  satisfaction  of  the       ' 

Ooart  that  the  circamstances  of  the  case  made  a  departure  ^^'  ^' 
from  the  mle  necessary.  In  The  ZoUverein  it  was  alleged  Taru^ 
that  the  British  yessel,  which  had  been  in  collision  with  a 
Prussian  brig,  had  violated  s.  296  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act^  1854,  which  imposed  upon  her  a  statutory  duty  of 
porting  her  helm  in  circumstances  under  which  the  general 
maritime  law  would  not  require  it.  It  was  held  that  the 
owners  of  the  Prussian  ship  could  not  set  up  against  the 
English  vessel  this  breach  of  an  English  statute.  Dr.  Lush- 
ington,  after  quoting  Story's  dictum  (a)  that  with  regard 
to  the  rights  and  merits  involved  in  actions,  the  law  of 
the  place  where  they  originated  was  to  be  followed,  but 
the  forms  of  remedies  and  the  order  of  judicial  proceedings 
were  to  be  according  to  the  lex  fori,  proceeded  as  follows : 
'*  Now  does  s.  296  relate  to  the  merits  and  rights  of  the 
case,  or  to  the  remedy  and  order  of  judicial  proceeding  ? 
...  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  its  true  meaning,  s.  296  is 
wholly  applicable  to  the  merits  of  the  case ;  it  determines 
how  vessels  shall  conduct  themselves  at  the  time  of  col- 
lision on  the  high  seas;  the  legislature  of  this  country 
has  no  power  to  bind  foreign  vessels  in  such  a  condition. 
It  is  trne  that  s.  298  relates  to  remedy,  but  the  application 
of  the  section  is  entirely  founded  on  and  emanates  from 
8.  296.  Then  comes  the  question,  whether,  in  a  trial  of 
the  merits  of  a  collision,  a  foreigner  may  urge  in  his 
defence  that  the  British  vessel,  though  free  by  the  law 
maritime,  has  violated  her  own  municipal  law,  and  so, 
being  plaintiff,  cannot  recover?  Beverse  the  position: 
suppose  the  foreigner  plaintiff,  and  to  have  done  his  duty 
by  the  law  maritime.  I  am  clear  that  he  must  recover 
for  the  damage  done ;  if  so,  it  is  contrary  to  equity  to  say 
that  the  British  ship-owner,  in  eddem  conditioner  shall  not 
recover  against  the  foreigner.  What  right  can  the  foreigner 
have  to  put  forward  British  statute  law,  to  which  he  is 
not  amenable  so  far  as  the  merits  are  concerned?"     In 

(a)  story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  558. 


410  FOBEIGN  ASD  DOMESTIC  LAW. 

Part  iil     The  Soxonia  (a)  the  collision  in  question  took  place  in  the 
_f^       Solent,  within  three  miles  of  the  British  shore,  and  it  was 
Cap.  IX.     nevertheless  held  that  the  statate  was  inapplicable  to 
Toru^      foreign  vessels  even  in  those  territorial  waters,  though 
Remedy,     jj^^  attention  was  paid  in  the  judgment  to  the  contention 
that  the  law  of  nations  gave  jurisdiction  to  every  State 
within  three  miles  from  its  coast&    It  appears  more  than 
doubtful  whether  these  provisions  of  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act  are  applicable  to  foreign  vessels  on  the  Thames 
or  other  EngUsh  tidal  river,  though  a  custom  of  naviga- 
tion which  has  grown  up  there  in  consequence  of  the 
statute  is  no  doubt  binding  upon  them  (b). 


SUMMARY. 
TOBTS. 

p.  389.  (i.)  Jwrisdictum  m  to  Torts,  —An  English  Court  has  juris- 

diction to  try  actions  based  on  torts  to  the  person,  or  to 
movable  personal  property,  wherever  those  torts  were 
committed. 

p.  390.  Torts  to  immovable  property  situate  abroad  were  for- 

merly excluded  from  English  Courts  by  the  technical 
rules  of  venue. 

Whether  they  were  also  excluded  by  any  principle  of 
international  law,  and  whether,  therefore,  an  English  Court 
is  still  without  jurisdiction  to  try  actions  based  on  such 
torts,  has  not  been  decided,  and  appears  very  doubtfuL 

p.  393.  (ii.)  MeasfMre  of  the  wrong  done. — When  an  action  is 

brought  in  an  English  Court  on  a  tort  committed  abroad, 
the  act  complained  of  must  be  wrongful  both  by  English 
law  and  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  was  committed. 
(Query,  whether  it  must  not  only  be  wrongful,  but  also 
actionable,  by  the  latter  law  ?) 

p.  394.  Legislation  in  the  country  where  the  act  was  committed^ 

(a)  1  Lush.  412.    The  case  of  The  General  Iron  Screw  CoUiery  Co.  ▼. 
SchttrmaM^  1  J.  &  H.  180,  mu£t  be  regarded  as  questioned,  if  not  overruled 
by  this  decision. 

(6)  The  Fyenoord,  Swab.  377 ;  and  see  The  MUford,  tb,  367 ;  The  Anna- 
pciis,  I  Lush.  295,  and  cases  cited  in  Maclachlan  on  Shipping,  p.  268,  n.  4. 


TORTS.  411 

purging  the  tort,  though  ex  pod  facto  and  retrospective  in    Pabt  hi. 
its  operation^  will  be  a  good  answer  to  an  action  in  an       _^' 
English  Court  Cap.  IX. 

If  the  place  where  the  act  complained  of  was  committed  p.  393! 
is  not  under  the  domain  of  any  special  municipal  law,  the 
lex  fori  will  be  applied  to  test  the  tortious  nature  of  the 
act. 

The  Uxfori  in  English  Courts,  with  respect  to  wrongful 
collision  on  the  high  seas,  is  the  general  law  maritime  as 
administered  in  England. 

But  where  both  the  parties  to  the  collision  are  British  p.  408. 
subjects,  the  general  law  maritime  is  modified  by  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Acts. 

(iii.)  Measu/re  of  the  remedy. — ^The  remedy  in  general  p.  399. 
depends,  like  other  questions  of  procedure,  upon  t^e  lex 
forif  the  question  whether  the  act  is  one  which  is  entitled 
to  a  remedy  at  all  being  decided  by  the  law  of  the  place 
where  it  was  committed. 

(Query,  how  far  an  act  criminal  but  not  actionable  by 
the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was  committed  is  actionable 
in  England  ?) 

The  provisions  of  the  English  Merchant  Shipping  Act  p.  iOi, 
which  limit  the  liability  of  the  ship-owners  for  damage 
done  by  the  ship  are  not  rules  of  remedy  or  procedure 
which  apply  universally  in  the  right  of  the  lex  fori^  but 
are  applicable  by  express  enactment  to  foreign  ships,  when 
their  rights  and  liabilities  with  respect  to  collision  on  the 
high  seas  come  in  question  in  an  English  Court. 

The  provisions  of  the  English  Merchant  Shipping  Acts  p.  40S. 
which  direct  that  redress  shall  not  be  given  in  cases  of 
collision,  where  the  rules  of  the  same  Acts  as  to  navigation 
have  not  been  complied  with,  are  not  rules  of  remedy  or 
procedure,  but  tend  to  determine  the  tortious  nature  of  the 
acts  resulting  in  collision.  They  are  not  therefore  appli« 
cable  to  collisions  on  the  high  seas,  except  between  British 
vessels,  or  even  to  such  collisions  in  British  territorial 
waters. 
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PBOOBDUBE  GENEBALLT,  AND  EYIDISKOE. 

No  prmoiple  of  private  international  law  is  more  certain  in 
itself,  than  the  rule  that  the  forms  of  remedies  and  modes 
of  proceeding  are  regulated  solely  by  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  action  is  brought  (a).    The  only  diflScnlty  in 
the  application  of  the  general  rule  is  to  decide  where 
formalities  end  and  essentials  begin.    A  law  which  will 
allow  a  remedy  to  be  obtained  only  in  a  particular  manner, 
or  which  imposes  an  impossible  formal  condition  upon  the 
only  mode  of  procedure  applicable  to  the  case,  does  in 
effect,  though  indirectly,  govern  the  right  of  action  itsell 
A  striking  illustration  of  this  is  seen  in  the  application  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  all  contracts  sued  on  in  an 
English  Oourt.  It  is  a  general  principle  that  all  questions 
relating  to  the  admissibility  and  effect  of  evidence  depend 
upon  the  lex  fori,  as  matters  of  procedure  (h) ;  and  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  which  requires  that  certain  contracts 
shall  be  evidenced  by  writing  to  support  an  action  upon 
them,  has  been  held  to  come  within  this  rule  (e).    The 
result  is,  of  course,  to  render  a  contract  which  may  have 
been  perfectly  good  according  to  the  law  of  the  place 
where  it  was  made  or  was  to  be  performed,  practically 
invalid  in  an  English  Court.    The  vexed  question  of  the 

(a)  Don  y.  lAppman,  5  CI.  &  F.  1, 13 ;  BrittBh  Linen  Co.  ▼.  Drummond^ 
10  B.  &  C.  903 ;  2>«  ia  Vega  v.  Vianna,  1  B.  A  Ad.  284 ;  Ruber  v.  Steiner, 
2Soott,804;  Fergutony,  Fyffe^B  01  &¥.  121;  General  Steam  Navigatum 
Co.  V.  OutUau,  11  M.  &  W.  277. 

(b)  Bain  y.  Whitehaven,  6cc.,  By.  Co.,  3  H.  L.  C.  1. 

(e)  LeroMX  y.  Brown^  12  C.  B.  801 ;  Acebal  y.  JLeey,  10  Btng.  376 ;  ank^ 
p.  277. 
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applicability  of  the  English  Statute  of  LimitatioDS  to  an    Pabt  IV. 
action  brought  on  a  foreign  contract,  affords  another        1 — 
example  of  the  diflBcuIty  referred  to.   The  right  of  action,      O^^-'^ 
BO  &r  as  an  English  Gonrt  is  concerned,  is  practically     ^FaHUs. 
extinguished  by  an  enactment  which  after  a  certain  time 
prevents  its  enforcement ;  but  this  incidental  effect  of  a 
law  which  professes  merely  to  prescribe  the  terms  and 
mode  of  the  remedy  does  not  prevent  the  lex  fori  from 
exerting  its  full  operation. 

The  shortest  way  of  stating  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  Remedies 
remedy  is  to  be  enforced  according  to  the  lex  fori  (a).  It  ^J^,  ^ 
is  perhaps  scarcely  correct  to  say  that  the  parties  must  be 
taken  to  have  contemplated  the  possibility  of  enforcing 
the  obligation  existing  between  them  in  any  country,  a 
fiction  which  would  obviously  be  altogether  incapable  of 
application  to  actions  based  on  torts ;  but  it  is  at  any  rate 
clear  that  the  parties  who  have  recourse  to  a  tribunal  to 
enforce  any  obligation,  whether  arising  from  tort  or  con* 
tract,  must  take  the  law  which  regulates  the  remedy  they 
are  seeking  as  they  find  it.  The  subject  of  procedure, 
understanding  by  procedure  the  process  by  which  a  remedy 
is  to  be  obtained,  includes  the  determination  of  the  follow- 
ing elements :  (i.)  the  name  in  which  and  against  which 
the  action  is  to  be  brought ;  (ii.)  the  time  within  which  it 
must  be  brought ;  (iii)  mode  of  suing  and  enforcing  pro- 
cess ;  (iv.)  the  evidence  admissible  and  necessary  to  sup- 
port an  action ;  (v.)  the  recognition  and  enforcement  of 
foreign  judgments.  It  will  be  convenient  to  consider  how 
far  the  lex  fori  is  supreme  with  respect  to  each  of  these 
subdivisions. 

(i.)  Parties  to  the  Action. — (a.)  Name  in  whiek  U  must  Title  to  sue. 
he  "brought, — It  is  said  by  Story,  that  it  has  been  held  that 
the  inquiry,  in  whose  name  the  action  is  to  be  brought, 
belongs  not  so  much  to  the  right  and  merit  of  the  claim, 
as  to  the  form  of  the  remedy  (b).  So  far  as  it  belongs  to 
the  form  of  the  remedy  alone,  and  does  not  alter  the 

(a)  Per  Lord  Brougham  in  Dan  v.  Lippman,  5  CI.  &  F.  1,  13. 

(b)  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  565. 
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Pabt  iy.     altimato  direction  in  which  the  benefit  of  the  remedy  is  to 

flow,  the  lex  fori  has  been  held  entitled  to  control  it. 

^^'  ^'^  Thus,  before  the  adoption  by  the  Jadicatore  Acts  of  the 

PaHie$.  equitable  rule  as  to  the  assignment  of  a  6ho9$  in  oMcm^ 
it  was  held  that  the  assignee  of  a  choee  in  action  could  not 
sue  in  England  on  it  in  his  own  name,  although  the 
assignment  might  have  been  made  in  a  country  where  its 
validity  was  recognised  by  the  law  (a).  The  point  did  not 
exactly  arise  in  Trimbey  y.  Vipnier  (h),  and  the  cognate 
cases,  in  which  the  question  has  been  as  to  the  law  which 
was  to  govern  the  sufficiency  of  the  assignment,  the 
assignee,  if  the  assignment  was  valid  by  the  proper  law, 
being  admittedly  entitled  to  sue  in  his  own  name  by  the 
lex  fori  and  the  lex  eontradtu  alike.  There  are  neverthe- 
less expressions  in  the  judgment  in  Trimbeif  v.  Viffnier 
which  throw  some  doubt  on  the  theory  that  the  name  in 
which  the  action  is  to  be  brought  is  a  matter  for  the  lex 
fori  to  determine  at  all.  There  is  no  doubt  considerable 
difficulty  in  distinguishing  the  name  in  which  the  action 
is  to  be  brought  from  the  title  on  which  it  depends  (e) ; 
the  latter  belonging  to  the  province,  not  of  the  lex  fori^ 
but  of  the  law  which  created  it.  Thas  it  has  been  pointed 
out  with  regard  to  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes, 
that  their  assignability,  upon  which  the  right  of  the  holder 
to  sue  in  his  own  name  depends,  roast  be  measured  by  the 
law  which  governs  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  obligation 
of  the  contract  (d),  and  every  promise  or  undertaking 
must  be  regarded  as  having  the  same  inherent  force. 
Consequently,  if  a  chose  in  action  is  in  its  inception  assign- 
able, and  has  been  rightly  assigned,  the  assignee's  title 
will  be  acknowledged  as  complete  without  reference  to  the 
hxfori  in  all  courts  («).    It  has  been  similarly  shewn  that 

(a)  Wolff  y.  Oxholme,  6  M.  &  8.  92,  99 ;  Jeffery  v.  M*TaggarU  ib.  126; 
Innes  v.  DurOap,  8  T.  R.  595 ;  FollioU  v.  Ogd^n,  I  H.  Bl.  ife. 

(b)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  151 ;  Bradhiugh  v.  De  Bin,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  473;  LeM 
V.  Tucker,  L.  B.  8  Q.  B.  77  ;  anUy  p.  355. 

(c)  Westlake,  §  409.  (d)  Ante,  pp.  355,  360. 

(e)  Bradlaugh  v.  De  Btn^  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  473 ;  Lebel  v.  Tucker,  L.  R. 
8  Q.  B.  77:  Trimhey  v.  Vignier,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  151;  (TCaUaghan  v. 
Thomond,  3  Taunt  81 ;  InneM  v.  Dunlop,  8  T.  R.  595 ;  De  la  Chaumeite  t. 
Bank  of  England,  2  B.  &  Ad.  385. 
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the  title  oonferred  on  the  assignees  by  a  foreign  bankruptcy    Pabt  iv. 

assignment  is  accorded  a  like  recognition  in  an  English        1 

Coart  (a).    And  where  two  out  of  three  syndics  of  a ^^^'  ^* 

French  bankrupt  sued  in  England  on  a  ekose  in  aelian  of      Parties. 
the  bankrupt  without  joining  the  third,  it  was  held  that 
they  were  justified  in  doing  so  by  proof  that  the  French 
law  would  have  allowed  the  same  to  be  done.    "  The  pro-  Foreign 
perty  in  the  effects  of  the  bankrupt^"  said  Parke,  B.,  **  does  awigneea. 
not  appear  to  be  absolutely  transferred  to  these  syndics  in 
the  way  that  those  of  a  bankrupt  are  in  this  country ;  but 
that  the  syndics  act  as  mandatories  or  agents  for  the 
creditors,  tiie  whole  three,  or  any  two  or  one  of  them 
having  the  power  to  sue  for  and  recover  the  debts  in  their 
own  names.    This  is  a  peculiar  right  of  action  created  by 
the  law  of  that  country,  and  we  think  it  may  be  by  the 
comity  of  nations  enforced  in  this,  as  much  as  the  right  of 
foreign  assignees  or  curators,  or  foreign  corporations,  ap- 
pointed or  created  in  a  different  way  from  that  which  the 
law  of  this  country  requires  "  (i).    There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  this  IB  a  strong  authority  against  regarding  the  deter- 
mination of  the  name  in  which  an  action  is  to  be  brought 
as  one  of  procedure  at  all,  and  that  it  is  difficult  in  the 
face  of  such  a  decision  to  distinguish  any  such  question 
from  the  general  one  of  title,  on  which  the  lex  fori  has  no 
title  to  make  itself  heard* 

The  title  of  an  administrator  or  executor  under  a  foreign  Foreign 
grant  to  enforce  the  choses  in  aetion  of  the  deceased  in  J^^^"" 
England  is  not  recognised,  as  has  been  already  said  (c), 
until  administration  is  taken  out  here*  This  is,  however, 
for  a  different  reason.  A  foreign  administration  is  not 
regarded  as  transferring  or  assigning  any  movable  property 
except  those  actually  situate  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
law  which  grants  it,  and  a  foreign  administrator  who  has 
not  obtained  an  English  grant  has  consequently  no  title 
at  all  to  the  ehoses  in  aetion  of  the  deceased  here.  An 
assignment  inter  vivos^  on  the  contrary,  is  intended  to 

(a)  Ante,  pp.  2S4.  415. 

(6)  Alivan  v.  Fumival,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  277.  296 ;  4  Tyrwhitt,  751. 

(c)    Ante,  p.  198. 
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operate  all  the  world  over,  and  claims  oniTenal  recog- 
nition on  that  footing ;  while  an  assignment  by  law  or 
bankruptcy  is  acknowledged  by  international  comity,  as 
has  been  already  pointed  ont,  as  having  a  similar  effect 
The  right  of  a  husband  to  sue  in  his  wife's  name  with 
respect  to  the  moTables  acquired  by  him  through  her  is 
referred,  upon  the  same  principle,  to  the  law  of  the  matri* 
monial  domicii ;  to  which  the  intention  of  the  parties  must 
also  be  presumed  to  have  been  directed  (a).  So  when 
a  husband  and  wife  are  domiciled  in  a  country  where  the 
wife  has  no  equity  to  a  settlement,  an  English  Court  will 
order  payment  of  the  wife's  legacy  to  an  assignee  of  the 
husband  (h) — a  case  not  strictly  pertinent  to  the  present 
subject,  but  which  shews  the  inability  of  the  lex  fori  to 
interfere  with  any  question  of  title  in  a  strong  light.  So 
it  appears  that  a  feme  eoffert^  who  carries  on  business  in  a 
country  where  the  law  permits  her  to  do  so  as  a  sole 
trader,  may  sue  here  in  respect  of  transactions  entered 
into  in  that  character;  but  that  husband  and  wife  cannot 
sue  here  as  partners  in  trade,  though  that  trade  was 
carried  on  under  a  law  which  recognised  such  partner- 
ship (0).  The  distinction  is  perhaps  a  shadowy  one,  but 
seems  to  be  founded  on  the  view  that  the  right  of  2^  feme 
covert  to  acquire  property  and  sue  for  it  in  any  court  must 
be  decided  by  the  law  under  which  she  lives,  but  that  her 
right  to  sue  jointly  with  her  husband  as  his  partner, 
involves  a  question  of  the  misjoinder  of  parties,  which  is 
properly  a  matter  of  procedure  for  the  lex  fori.  It  may 
be  remarked,  with  reference  to  this  case,  that  the  custom 
of  the  city  of  London  which  allows  a  feme  covert  to  carry 
on  business  as  a  sole  trader  in  the  city,  does  not  authorize 
her  to  sue  as  such  trader  in  any  but  the  City  of  London 
Courts  {d) ;  so  that  it  does  not  really  purport  to  give  her  a 
title  for  general  purposes  at  all. 


(a)  Ihies  y.  SmWi^  Jacob,  544 ;  Sawyer  y.  Shufe,  1  Anst.  63 ;  Campbdl 
y.  French,  3  Vea.  321. 

(by  McCormick  v.  GameU,  5  De  G.  M.  &  G.  278. 

(c)  Cogio  y.  De  BemaUs,  1  C.  A  P.  266 ;  Ry.  A  Moo.  102. 

(d)  Beard  v.  Webb,  2  B.  &  P.  98 ;  1  C.  &  P.  267,  n. 
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(b.)  Name  agaiml  which  the  aeHon  is  to  he  hroughi, — It  is  Part  iy. 

quite  dear  that  no  person  can  be  made  liable  by  the  le»  ^'^^^"°^"' 

forif  as  an  incident  of  procedare,  who  wonld  not  have  been  0^-  ^ 


exposed  to  liability  by  the  proper  law  to  govern  the  act  or  FarHet, 
contract  in  respect  of  which  he  is  sued,  and  his  connection 
with  it.  Thns  in  the  Qeneral  Steam  Ncmgation  Oampany  f. 
CtuHlau  (a),  the  defendant,  who  was  sned  for  injnry  done 
to  the  plaintiff's  ship  on  the  high  seas  by  a  vessel  of  which  Liability  to  be 
he  was  alleged  to  be  the  owner,  pleaded  that  the  real  "°^' 
owners  of  the  vessel  which  caused  the  collision  were  a 
French  society  or  company,  of  which  he  was  a  shareholder 
and  acting  director,  and  that  by  the  law  of  France,  the 
defendant  was  not  responsible  for  or  liable  to  be  sned 
or  impleaded  individually,  or  in  his  own  name  or  person, 
in  reiE^iect  of  the  causes  of  action  alleged,  but  that  the 
said  company  alone,  by  their  said  style  or  title,  were 
responsible  for  and  liable  to  be  sued  and  impleaded  for 
the  said  causes  of  action.  It  is  not  easy  to  see  how  this 
plea  coald  have  been  construed  as  anything  but  a  denial 
that  the  defendant  was  personally  or  individually  liable 
at  all  by  French  law,  although  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
were  equally  divided  on  this  question ;  but  the  true  prin- 
ciple by  which  such  cases  are  to  be  determined  is  no 
doubt  correctly  indicated  in  the  judgment.  ^  If  the  de- 
fendant,'' said  Parke,  B.,  ^  was  not  liable  for  the  acts  of 
the  master  by  that  law  which  is  to  govern  the  case,  he 
has  a  good  defence  to  the  action.  For  the  defendant,  it  is 
contended  that  the  plea  means  to  aver  that  by  the  law  of 
France,  he  was  not  liable  for  those  acts,  but  that  a  body 
established  by  the  French  law,  and  analogous  to  an  English 
corporation,  were  the  proprietors  of  the  vessel,  and  alone 
liable  for  the  acts  of  the  master.  ...  If  such  be  the  true 
construction  of  the  plea,  we  are  all  strongly  inclined  to 
think  that  there  is  a  good  defence  to  the  action.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  plaintiff  contends,  that  the  plea  only  means 
that  in  the  French  Court  the  mode  of  proceeding  would  be 
to  sue  the  defendant  jointly  with  the  other  shareholders  of 

(o)  11  M.  &  W.  877. 
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Pait  iy.    the  company  under  the  name  of  their  association :  and  if 

'  this  be  the  tme  constmction  of  the  plea,  we  all  concor  in 

^^-^'  tiie  opinion  that  the  plea  is  bad ;  for  it  is  well  established 
PaHim.  that  the  forms  of  remedies  and  modes  of  proceeding  are 
regolated  scdely  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  action 
is  instituted — ^the  lex  fori  ;  and  it  is  no  objection  to  a  sait 
institated  in  proper  form  here,  that  it  would  have  been 
insiitnted  in  a  different  form  in  the  court  of  the  country 
where  the  cause  of  action  arose,  or  to  which  the  defendant 
belongs "  (a).  The  distinction  intended  appean  to  be, 
that  the  defendant,  if  not  personaUy  liable  at  all  by  the 
French  law,  could  not  be  made  so  by  the  Ua  fori',  but 
that  if  in  France  he  was  under  a  joint  personal  liability 
with  the  other  members  of  the  association,  the  &ct  that 
they  were  not  joined  as  defendants  would  be  immaterial, 
as  relating  to  a  question  of  procedure;  and  this  was  the 
principle  afterwards  adopted  in  BuUoA  y.  Oaird  (b),  by 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  In  that  case  the  action  was 
brought  against  a  single  defendant,  for  a  breach  of  an 
agreement  entered  into  between  the  plaintifb  and  O.  &  Oq.\ 
and  the  defendant  pleaded  that  there  was  a  trading 
partnership  or  firm  domiciled  and  carrying  on  business  in 
Scotland  by  the  name  of  0.  ft  Oo^  of  which  he  was  a 
member ;  tiiat  by  the  Scotch  law,  the  firm  was  a  distinct 
person  from  any  or  the  whole  of  the  individual  members, 
and  was  capable  of  maintaining  the  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor  separate  and  distinct  from  the  oUigations  of  the 
partners  as  individaalsy  and  of  holding  property,  and  of 
suing  and  being  sued  as  a  separate  person  by  the  name  of 
0.  ft  Co. ;  that  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  defendant,  as 
a  partner  in  the  firm,  was  liable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
satisfaction  of  any  judgment  which  might  be  obtained 
against  the  firm  or  the  whole  of  the  individual  members 
jointly  for  any  breaches  of  the  agreement ;  and  that  it 
was  a  condition  precedent  to  any  individual  liability 
attaching  to  the  defendant  as  an  individual  member  of 

(a)  General  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  GuilJmi,  11  M.  &  W.  877,  895. 
(6)  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  276. 
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the  firm  in  respect  of  the  agreement,  that  the  firm,  as    PabtIY. 

raoh  person,  or  the  whole  individual  partners  jointly,     bo^^ 

should  first  have  been  sued,  and  that  judgment  should      Q^-  ^ 

have  been  recovered  against  the  firm  or  the  whole  of  the      ParUes, 

partners  jointly ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  sued  the 

firm  or  the  whole  of  the  partners  jointly,  or  recovered 

judgment  against  it  or  them.    It  was  held,  on  demurrer, 

that  all  the  matters  stated  in  the  plea  were  mere  matters 

of  procedure,  and  that  the  plea  was  bad,  Blackburn,  J^ 

saying  that  the  non-joinder  of  the  other  members  of  the 

firm  might  be  A  bar  to  an  action  in  Scotland,  but  could 

only  amount  in  England  to  a  plea  in  abatement  (a).    So 

where  a  colonial  statute  gave  a  mode  of  proceeding  against 

a  colonial  banking  company  by  suing  their  chairman  as 

nominal  defendant,  and  enforcing  the  judgment  against  Local  provi- 

the  property  of  the  members,  and  judgment  had  in  fact  ^om  directory 

been  recovered  against  the  chairman  under  this  provision,  prooednro. 

it  waa  held  that  a  member  of  the  banking  company  might 

nevertheless  be  sued  individually  in  England  (i).    It  is 

true  that  it  was  said  in  the  judgment  that  the  colonial 

statute  was  merely  cumulative,  and  left  all  the  previous 

rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  untouched ;  but  it  is 

submitted  that  the  decision  would  have  been  the  same 

even  if  the  colonial  statute  had  made  the  recovery  of 

judgment  against  the  chairman  a  necessary  preliminary 

to  fixing  any  liability  on  the  individual  memb^^  such  a 

provision  relating  merely  to  procedure,  and  only  indicatiog 

the  proper  mode  of  bringing  home  the  liability,  instead  of 

taking  it  away  altogether.    As  Lord  Campbell  expressed 

it,  such  an  act  imposed  no  new  liability,  but  only  regulated 

the  mode  in  which  the  existing  liability  should  be  judicially 

constituted  (c).    Such  provisions  clearly  do  not  affect  the 

right  of  the  creditor  to  pursue  his  remedy  here  in  the 

manner  provided  by  the  law  of  this  country ;  nor  will  any 

further  special  enactment^  regulating  the  manner  and 

(a)  BtMock  V.  Caird,  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  278. 

(h)  Bank  of  Awtralasia  t.  Harding,  9  G.  B.  661 :  19  L.  J.  C.  P.  845. 

(c)  Bank  of  Atutrala$ia  v.  N4ai^  16  Q.  B.  717,  7d4. 
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Part  IV.    conditions  of  executing  a  jadgmenty  so  obtained  against 
J^^^  such  a  nominal  defendant,  upon  the  property  of  the  mem« 
^^'^     bers  of  the  company,  have  any  wider  operation  beyond 
UmUaiioM,  the  tribunals  to  which  it  is  immediately  addressed  (a). 

(ii.)  Time  within  which  the  Actum  mud  he  brought, — 
Statutes  of  limitation  may  be  regarded  from  a  double 
point  of  view;  either  as  extinguishing  and  discharging 
the  right  of  action  altogether,  or  as  merely  suspending 
and  denying  a  remedy.  Nor  has  any  branch  of  private 
international  law  given  rise  to  greater  discussion  than  the 
attempt  to  decide  which  is  in  truth  their  proper  charac- 
ter; whether  they  are,  in  short,  laws  which  goYom  the 
inherent  liability  of  the  obligation,  or  rules  of  procedure 
dictated  by  the  lex  fori,  and  binding  in  the  forum  alone. 
They  may,  in  fact,  be  either.  It  is  competent  to  auy 
legislature  to  enact  that  rights  of  action,  not  put  in  force 
within  a  certain  time,  shall  be  absolutely  extinguished ; 
and  such  an  enactment  will  have  a  right  to  claim  recog- 
nition in  any  tribunal,  wbenever  a  contract  made  with 
reference  to  it  as  the  dominant  law  (b),  shall  come  in 
question.  ''I  should  be  much  inclined  to  hold,"  says 
Cockbum,  C.J.,  *^  that  when  by  the  law  of  the  place  of 
contract  an  action  on  the  contract  must  be  brought  within 
a  limited  time,  the  contract  ought  to  be  interpreted  to 
mean  *  I  will  pay  on  a  given  day,  or  within  such  time  as 
the  law  of  the  place  of  contract  can  force  me  to  pay  * "  (e). 
That  this  didum  does  not  express  the  English  law,  accord- 
iug  to  the  current  of  authority,  is  admitted  by  the  learned 
judge  whose  opinion  is  quoted  in  the  same  judgment^  but 
if  for  the  last  phrase  were  substituted  the  words  **  within 
such  time  as  the  law  of  the  place  of  contract  provides  that 
any  obligation  shall  remain  valid  and  unextinguished,"  its 
authority  would  be  incontrovertible.  It  has  been  re- 
Statute  of  peatedly  decided  that  the  English  law  of  limitations  with 
Limitations,  iiegard  to  obligations  and  movables  generally,  does  not  go 
to  this  extent,  but  merely  fixes  a  limit  within  which,  in 

(a)  KelwU  v.  Marshall^  16  Q.  B.  241.  (b)  AnU,  p.  809. 

(c)  Harrie  v.  Quine,  L.  B.  4  Q.  B.  653. 
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an  English  Canrtj  the  action  most  be  brought ;  and  that     Pi^sr  iv. 
foreign  statutes  of  limitation,  framed  in  similar  terms,     ^QQ'p^^' 
have  no  larger  effect  (a).    The  English  statute  with  re-  __^^'  ^' 
gard  to  real  property  (3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  27),  on  the  other  LimitatioM, 
handy  does  not  merely  bar  the  remedy,  but  extinguishes 
the  right*    The  lex  w^im,  in  fact^  as  to  prescription  with 
regard  to  immovables,  exacts  universal  recognition  (i). 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  this  interpretation  of  the 
English  statutes  of  limitation  has  met  with  severe  and 
pertinacious  criticism;  and  WesUake,  in  particular,  at* 
tacks  the  cases  which  had  been  decided  when  he  wrote, 
and  the  unhesitating  expression  of  the  opinion  of  Story  on 
the  subject,  with  considerable  energy.  He  states  that 
"  the  opinion  which  refers  the  question  to  the  lexforif  as 
one  of  procedure,  rests  upon  two  fallacies."  The  first  of 
these  alleged  fallacies  is  the  contention  that  the  breach  of 
the  contract  cannot  have  been  in  the  mind  of  the  con- 
tracting parties,  and  that  the  limitation,  therefore,  is  not 
of  the  nature  of  the  contract ;  a  fallacy,  which  in  his 
opinion  is  due  to  a  confusion  between  the  interpretation 
of  the  contract  and  the  operation  on  it  of  the  lex  loci 
contractfis.  It  is,  however,  now  settled  that  the  operation 
of  the  lex  loei  on  the  contract,  no  less  than  the  interpre- 
tation of  the  contract  itself,  is  entirely  dependent  upon 
the  intention  of  the  parties  (c).  The  lex  loei  cannot, 
therefore,  operate  upon  the  contract  at  all  except  so  far  as 
it  was  intended  to  do  so  by  the  parties  when  they  entered 
into  the  contract ;  and  the  argument  that  what  they  did 
not  contemplate  or  intend  ought  not  to  be  governed  by 
that  law,  is  certainly  entitled  to  some  consideration.  The 
second  alleged  fallacy  is  the  distinction,  drawn  by  Lord 
Brougham  in  Don  v.  Lippman  (d),  by  which  most  of  the 

(a)  Harris  y.  Quine,  L.  B.  4  Q.  B.  658 ;  88  L.  J.  Q.  B.  831 ;  Pardo  y. 
Bingham,  L.  B.  4  Ch.  785 ;  39  L.  J.  Gh.  170 ;  Ruckmaboye  y.  MoUiehund, 
8  M!oo.  p.  0.  86 :  Lopez  y.  Burdem,  4  Moo.  P.  0.  800 ;  British  Linen  Co. 
y.  Drumnumd,  10  B.  &  G.  903;  Huber  y. /StotMf, 2  Bing. N.  G.  202;  2  a  B. 
804;  Ghitty  on  Gontracts,  ed.  10,  p.  741. 

(6)  Per  Lush,  J.,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  658 ;  Pitt  y.  Daore,  L.  R.  8  Gh.  D.  295. 

(c)  Lloffd  y.  Ouibertt  L.  B.  1 Q.  B.  115,  anUy  p.  815;  and  oaaes  there  cited. 

(d)  5  Gl.  &  F.  1, 16. 
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Past  IV.     siibseqiient  decisions  have  been  swayed,  that  the  debt 

_^   may  be  left  subsisting  and  owing,  though  the  remedy  is 

Cap.  X.     denied.     In  Westlake's  opinion,  there  is  little  or  no 

lAmitajbUmi.  meaning  in  saying  that  a  debt  sabsists  which  cannot  be 
recoyered*  The  statutes  of  limitation  referred  to^  of  the 
same  class  as  the  English  statute  with  regard  to  personal 
obligations,  do  not  however  say  this.  They  simply  say 
that  the  debt  shall  not  be  recovered  in  the  Courts  over 
which  they  claim  authority.  The  creditor  may  recover 
his  debt  in  any  other  Court,  if  the  procedure  of  that  other 
Court  allows  him.  There  are,  indeed,  other  ways  in  which 
a  debt  may  be  said  to  subsist,  though  it  cannot  be  put  in 
suit.  It  may,  for  example,  so  subsist  as  to  preserve  a 
lien  on  the  goods  of  the  debtor  until  it  is  satisfied  (a),  or 
so  as  to  cause  the  right  of  action  to  revive  by  a  subse- 
quent promise.  It  is  unnecessary,  howeyer,  to  have 
recourse  to  such  considerations,  inasmuch  as  the  distinct 
ground,  upon  which  the  English  and  certain  other  statutes 
of  limitation  haye  been  held  to  refer  to  procedure,  has 
been  that  they  do  not  intend  or  purport  to  forbid  the 
cause  of  action  from  being  put  in  force,  after  the  specified 
term,  in  any  Courts  except  their  own.  They  are  commands 
addressed  to  their  own  tribunals.  Did  they  purport  to  be 
more  than  this,  they  would  cease  to  be  rules  of  prooeduze 
at  all,  and  would  absolutely  extinguish  such  rights  of 
action  as  properly  came  within  their  jurisdiction  (b). 

The  cases  (0),  therefore,  which  appeared  to  Westlake  in 
1858  insufficient  to  do  more  than  leaye  **  the  whole  sab- 
ject  still  open  for  the  higher  English  tribunals,"  have 
since  received  repeated  sanction;  and  it  is  now  estab- 
lished beyond  doubt  that  a  law  which  simply  prescribes 
the  time  vdthin  which  a  eko$e  m  (usUon  must  be  put  in 
force  relates  to  procedure  alone,  and  has  no  yalidity 
except  in  the  tribunals  to  which  it  belongs  and  is  ad- 

(a)  Spean  ▼.  EarOey,  8  Bsp.  81,  82 ;  ffiggina  y.  SooU,  2  B.  &  Ad.  413. 

(&)  See  Westlake,  Priv.  Int.  Law,  §§  250-253;  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws. 
§  576,  9q. 

(0)  British  Unen  Co.  y.  Drymmondy  10  B.  &  C.  903;  Hvhery.  Sieim, 
2  Bing.  N.  C.  202 ;  Ikm  V.  lAppman,  5  CI.  &  F.  1. 
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dresBed  (a).    And  in  those  tribonals,  it  applies  to  all    Pabt  iv. 
contracts,  wherever  made;  and  to  all  parties,  whatever     "^^^j^^** 
their  nationality  or  domicii.    Thus,  in  'Pwrio  v.  Bingham^      Q^-^- 
the  English  Statute  of  Limitations  was  held  to  apply,  lAmiiaMoM, 
though  the  debt  was  contracted  in  Venezuela,  where  the  yoi^^t% 
debtor  and  creditor  were  both  resident  at  the  time  and  oontroiied  by 
afterwards.    '^  A  certain  period  is  fixed  by  the  statute,**  iiini«ati<^. 
said  Lord  Hatherley,  '^  which  binds  everybody  who  comes 
to  sue  before  this  forwn**  Q>).     And  where  a  statute 
(5  Gleo.  IV.  e.  113,  s.  29)  provided  that  no  appeal  should 
be  allowed  from  any  sentence  of  any  Gourt  of  Admiralty 
unless  certain  preliminary  steps  were  taken  within  a  given 
time,  it  was  held  that  the  enactment  applied  to  foreigners 
as  well  as  to  British  subjects.    It  was  said  in  the  judg* 
ment,  that  although  the  British  Parliament  had  no  gene* 
ral  power  to  legislate  for  foreigners  out  of  the  dominions 
and  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Crown,  yet  it  could  by 
statute  fix  a  time  within  which  application  must  be  made 
for  redress  to  the  tribunals  over  which  it  had  authority ; 
and  that  this  was  matter  of  procedure,  which  was  a  law  of 
the/orum,  and  bound  in  that /orum  all  mankind,  whether 
foreigners  or  subjects,  plaintiffs  or  defendants,  appellants  or 
respondents  (0).    So  exclusively  is  such  a  law  matter  of 
procedure,  that  a  foreign  judgment  declaring  that  a  claim 
is  barred  by  a  local  statute  of  limitations  is  no  bar  to  an 
action  in  the  tribunals  of  another  State,  the  laws  of  which 
fix  a  longer  term  of  limitation  of  suit,  on  the  original 
cause  of  action  (d).    In  such  a  case,  the  maxim  nemo  hU 
debet  veooari  pro  eddem  causa  does  not  apply,  the  plea  upon 
which  the  foreign  judgment  has  been  given  not  going  to 
the  merits  of  the  cause  of  action.   It  will  be  shewn  subse- 
quently that  this  condition  must  be  complied  with,  in  order 
that  a  foreign  judgment  should  be  set  up  as  a  conclusive 
bar  here  (d). 

(a)  Harris  y.  Quine,  L.  B.  4  Q.  B.  653 ;  88  L.  J.  Q.  B.  331 ;  Pardo  t. 
Bingham,  L.  B.  4  Gh.  735 ;  39  L.  J.  Oh.  170 ;  PUt  v.  Daerej  L.  B.  3  Oh.  D.  295. 

(b)  Pardo  Y.  Bingham,  L.  B.  4  Oh.  735. 

(c)  Lopez  V.  Burdem,  4  Moo.  P.  0.  300. 

Id)  Harris  v.  Quine,  L.  B.  4  Q   B.  653;  38  L.  J.  Q.  B.  331 ;  Don  y. 
Lippman,  5  01.  &  F.  1. 
(e)  Qaroias  y.  Bioardo,  14  Sim.  265 ;  14  L.  J.  Oh.  339 ;  infra,  Ohap.  XI. 
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Part  iy.        It  only  remainSy  while  on  this  sabjecty  to  advert  to  a 

•"^^'"^^^^^  distinction  cited  with  approval  from  Story  in  Huber  r. 

Cap.  X.     Sterner  (a),  between  cases  where  a  foreign  law  of  limita- 

IAmUaiUm$^  tion  is  merely  the  lex  hei  eontraeius,  and  those  in  which 

the  parties  have  resided  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  law 

during  the  whole  period,  so  that  it  has  had  foil  operation 
upon  the  case.  Westlake  omits  to  notice  that  Story  adds 
the  farther  condition  that  the  law  should  be  one  which 
declares  that  the  claim  at  the  expiration  of  the  statutory 
period  shall  become  a  nullity,  and  not  merely  that  the 
remedy  shall  be  barred.  Unless  such  was  its  naturo,  it  is 
clear  that  it  would  still  remain  a  law  of  procedure  only, 
and  that  the  additional  fact  of  the  parties  having  resided 
within  its  jurisdiction  would  not  give  it  greater  strength 
or  wider  operation.  No  doubt  this  fact  would  be  an  addi- 
tional reason  for  admitting  the  universal  validity  of  the 
law,  if  it  was  a  law  like  the  English  statute  which  limits 
suits  relating  to  immovables  (3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  27),  which 
extinguished  the  right ;  but  it  has  been  already  said  that 
such  a  law  is  not  one  of  procedure  at  all,  and  claims 
universal  recognition  without  the  aid  of  any  additional 
considerations,  such  as  that  the  parties  have  resided  for 
the  full  period  within  its  jurisdiction. 

(iii.)  Mode  of  eudng  and  enforcing  Proeess, — No  part 
of  the  subject  is  less  involved  with  considerations  of  the 
proper  respect  to  be  paid  to  the  law  which  created  the 
right  than  this ;  and,  accordingly,  no  part  of  it  is  to  be 
referred  with  less  hesitation  to  the  lex  fori  for  an  authori- 
tative decision.  It  is,  indeed,  almost  unnecessary  to 
multiply  authorities  for  the  proposition  that  the  **  forms 
of  remedies  and  modes  of  proceeding''  are  regulated 
solely  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  action  is  insti- 
tuted {b) ;  but  it  may  be  more  useful  to  illustrate  it  by 
citing  a  few  examples  of  its  application.     How  fiEir  it 

(a)  2  Bing.  N.  0.  202. 

(6)  Ferguion  v.  Fyffe,  8  CI.  &  F.  121 ;  Trimbey  v.  Vignier,  1  Bing.  N.  C. 
151 ;  Oeneral  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  Ouillou,  11  M.  &  W.  877 ;  De  la  Vega 
V.  Vianna,  1  B.  &  Ad.  284 ;  Pardo  v.  Bingham,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  485;  Ex  parU 
Melboum,  L.  B.  6  Ch.  64 ;  40  L.  J.  Bank.  65. 
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applies  to  the  question  of  the  reception  of  eyidenoe,  or  of    Pabt  lY. 
the  sufficiency  of  evidence  when  received  to  support  an  ^»<>^f^^ 
action,  will  be  considered  subsequently  (a) ;  and  it  has      C?ap.  X. 
alreculy  been  shewn  that  the  prescription  of  the  time        swl 

within  which  an  action  must  be  brought  is  properly  re*        

garded  as  coming  under  the  same  general  rule.  That  all 
qaestions  of  priorities  between  creditors  depend  upon  the 
lex  fori  was  decided  as  far  as  cases  of  bankruptcy  are  con* 
eemed  by  Eos  pofie  Mdhowm^  just  cited ;  and  the  same 
rule  has  more  than  once  been  held  to  be  applicable  to 
administrations  (b).  Not  only  the  priority  of  a  creditor, 
bnt  in  some  cases  his  right  to  prove  his  debt  at  all,  may 
in  some  instances  be  decided  by  the  lex  fori.  The  former 
rules  of  English  bankruptcy  law,  for  example,  which 
exclude  in  certain  cases  a  right  of  double  proof  against 
two  firms  to  which  the  same  individual  or  individuals  be- 
long {c\  have  been  held  to  apply  to  a  creditor  attempting 
to  prove  under  an  English  bankruptcy,  after  proof  under 
what  was  tantamount  to  a  bankruptcy  in  the  Brazils  (d) ; 
and  the  fact  that  in  the  case  cited  the  bills  which  were 
the  subject  of  the  proof  had  been  accepted  in  England, 
though  mentioned  by  Twmer^  L.J.,  seems  immaterial. 
So  an  execution  creditor  who  attempts  in  a  foreign  court 
to  attach  and  sell  property  of  a  bankrupt  firm  actually 
situate  in  the  foreign  jurisdiction,  may  be  justified  by  the 
leo^fori  in  doing  so,  although  the  English  law  would  not 
have  permitted  it ;  and  the  assignees  of  one  of  the 
members  of  the  firm,  who  has  become  bankrupt  in  Eng- 
land, cannot  compel  him  by  suit  in  England  to  refund 
what  he  has  recovered  (d).  It  seems  difficulty  indeed,  to 
suggest  any  true  principle  upon  which  such  an  inter- 
ference with  the  operation  of  the  le^fori  and  Mto  could 

(a)  Infrh,  p.  431. 

(6)  Pardo  v.  Bingham,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  485 ;  Cook  v.  Qregwn,  2  Drew. 
286 ;  Pre&Um  y.  MdvOU,  8  GL  &  F.  1. 

(o)  But  now  Bee  the  Baukruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Yiot.  a  71),  s.  37» 
extending  the  proyisious  of  24  &  25  Vict  c.  134,  s.  152. 

((2)  Ex  parte  OoHdunid,  1  De  G.  &  J.  257,  285;  Ooldsmid  t.  Cazenave, 
7  £[  Lk  785. 

(a)  Briehufood  v.  Miller,  3  Mer.  279 ;  and  aee  Stein*8  Caae,  1  Rose,  462. 
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be  warranted,  eTen  if  the  partnersliip  were  domiciled  and 
resident  in  England,  and  the  attached  property  alone 
Bitnate  within  the  foreign  jurisdiction ;  though  any  Court 
which  can  give  the  creditor  his  full  distributiTe  share  of 
the  whole  partnership  property,  or  witiihold  it  from  him, 
can  no  doubt  practically  obtain  full  recognition  for  its 
rules  (a).  Thus,  when  a  company  has  in  this  country 
been  ordered  to  be  wound  up,  judgment  creditors  who  are 
in  this  country  and  hare  proved  under  the  winding-up, 
will  not  be  allowed  to  attach,  or  retain  when  attached, 
property  in  India  belonging  to  the  company  (b).  The 
subject  has  already  received  some  consideiation  (o). 

The  rule  that  set-off,  on  the  other  hand,  is  a  mere 
matter  of  procedure,  not  of  the  substance  of  the  contract 
between  the  parties,  and  that  it  is  consequently  dependent 
on  the  lex  fori,  is  not  so  clearly  established.    It  is,  how- 
ever, difficult  to  see  in  what  sense  it  can  be  said  to  be 
part  of  the  original  obligation,  that  the  defendant  in  an 
action  of  contract  should  be  able  to  defeat  part  of  the 
claim  against  him  by  setting  up  a  perfectly  distinct  claim 
of  his  own  against  the  plaintiff.    In  such  a  case,  each 
litigant,  plaintiff  and  defendant,  has,  strictly  speaking,  a 
chose  in  aetion  of  his  own;  and  a  Aote  in  action  can  of 
its  own  nature  be  enforced  only  by  action.    The  law  of 
some  particular /onim  may  and  does  allow  the  defendant 
to  make  a  different  use  of  his  claim,  by  striking  a  balance 
between  it  and  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff;    but  that 
appears  to  be  a  privilege  conferred  by  the  left  fori,  and  in 
no  sense  part  of  the  contract.     The  express  contract 
between  the  parties  may,  of  course,  provide  that  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiff,  when  it  arises,  should  be  set  against  a 
specified  demand  of  the  defendant ;  but  in  sudi  a  case 
the  defendant's  plea  is  not  really  one  of  set-off,  but  of  an 
express  term  of  the  original  contract.     The  point  was 
raised,  though  not  directly  decided,   in  Mc^efarlane  v. 

(a)  Barker  y.  Goodair,  11  Yes.  78;  Dutton  y.  MorUon,  17  Yes.  201; 
1  Rose.  218;  SiU  ▼.  Wor^unek,  1  H.  Bl.  665  ;  HwUery,  PoUg,  4  T.  B.  182. 

(b)  In  re  Oriental  Steam  Co.,  Ex  parte  Scinde  My,  Co,,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  557. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  233. 
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Norris  (a),  where  Oockbtum,  O.J.,  intimated  that  he  was    PabtIV. 

inclined  to  take  the  view  indicated    above,   and    this        

dictum  has  been  since  followed  (h)*  The  most  recent  0^-^ 
American  authorities  are  to  the  same  effect  (c).  In  AUen  .  suu. 
V.  Eemhle  (d),  which  has  been  cited  on  the  other  side  in 
support  of  the  proposition  that  the  right  of  set-off  is  really 
part  of  the  original  obligation,  there  -was  no  conflict 
between  the  l^fori  and  the  lex  loci  eonhradus  at  all;  and 
the  only  question  was  whether  the  contract  of  the  drawer 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  was  governed  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  bill  was  drawn,  or  where  it  was  payable. 

It  is  plain,  however,  that  the  Ux  fori  can  never  confer  Liability—not 
a  right  of  action  which  had  no  existence  by  the  law  which  |^^^  ^ 
was  properly  competent  to  create  the  obligation.  Thus 
it  has  been  already  said  that  a  tort,  to  be  actionable,  must 
be  actionable  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was  com* 
mitted,  as  well  as  by  the  law  of  the  tribunal  {e).  Con- 
sequently, the  better  opinion  would  seem  to  be  that  an 
act  which  is  a  criminal  offence,  but  not  a  personal  tort,  by 
the  lex  looif  cannot  be  the  ground  of  an  action  here,  though 
by  the  lex  fori  it  might  be  both.  It  ia  true  that  Wight- 
man,  J.,  in  Scott  V.  Seymour  (/),  intimated  an  opinion  that 
if  a  trespass  was  not  lawful  or  justifiable  by  the  law  of  the 
country  where  it  was  committed,  the  mere  fact  that  no 
personal  right  to  recover  damages  for  it  was  given  by 
that  law  would  not  deprive  the  perscm  aggrieved  of  the  , 
right  of  action  given  to  him  by  English  law,  at  any  rate 
when  both  the  parties  were  British  subjects.  This  dietum^ 
however,  was  not  assented  to  by  the  ofher  members  of  the 
Court ;  and  the  fallacy  involved  in  it  has  been  already 
pointed  out  (g).  In  strict  accordance  with  the  principle 
here  advocated,  it  was  said  in  an  older  case  that  no  rule 
of  procedure  could  avail  to  give  a  personal  right  of  action 
against  a  contractor,  where  the  lex  loci  aatiu  recognised  no 
right  to  enforce  the  obligation  at  all  against  the  person  of 

(a)  2  B.  &  S.  783.  (&)  Meyer  v.  Drei$ei',  38  L.  J.  G.  P.  289. 

(e)  8ee  Story,  Gonfliot  of  Laws,  §  575,  and  Amerioan  eases  there  cited. 
(7th  ed.)    . 

(<0  6  Moo.  P.  0.  814.  (/)  1  H.  &  C.  219. 

(«)  Ante,  p.  396.  (g)   Ante,  p.  397. 
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the  party  saed  (a) ;  and  though  this  case  has  been  dis- 
approved by  later  authorities  (i)«  the  principle  that  the 
personal  or  real  nature  of  the  right  must  be  determined 
once  for  all  by  the  leo^  loei  remains  unassailed.  The  nature 
and  extent  of  this  principle  will  be  better  understood 
whan  the  cases  relating  to  process  and  execution  have 
been  considered. 

Process^  or  the  mode  and  proceedings  by  which  the 
judgment  and  decrees  of  any  tribunal  are  enforced,  simi- 
larly depends  upon  the  law  of  that  tribunal  alone  («)• 
There  may,  however,  be  sometimes  a  difKculty  in  distin- 
guishing the  nature  of  the  original  liability  on  which  the 
judgment  is  founded  from  the  operation  upon  it  of  the  law 
of  a  foreign  Ck>urt  as  to  execution.  A  man,  for  example, 
who  contracts  a  debt  in  a  country  where  imprisonment 
for  debt  is  unknown,  may  argue  with  some  plausibility 
that  his  contract  never  contemplated  the  alternative  of 
personal  confinement,  by  the  threat  of  which  the  law  of 
the  country  in  which  he  is  sued  attempts  to  hold  him  to 
his  bargain.  From  such  a  point  of  view,  it  would  appear 
inequitable  that  he  should  be  compelled  to  submit  to  the 
provisions  of  any  law  which  he  had  not  contemplated ; 
but  there  is  a  fallacy  involved  in  this  aspect  of  the  subject 
altogether. .  The  natural  incidents  of  the  contract,  fore- 
seen or  unforeseen,  are  properly  the  subjects  of  the  inten* 
tion  of  the  parties ;  and  in  adjudicating  upon  them,  it  is 
of  the  highest  importance  to  determine  what  the  con- 
tracting parties  contemplated,  or  to  what  law  they  in- 
tended to  refer.  Breach,  however,  is  not  a  natural  incident 
of  the  contract,  but  its  dissolution.  An  obligation,  it  is 
true,  remains ;  but  it  is  an  obligation  which  arises,  not  out 
of  the  intention  of  the  parties,  but  out  of  the  refusal  of 
one  of  them  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect  (<2).  Gon- 
fiequently,  with  the  incidents  of  breach,  and  the  remedies 

(a)  Mdan  v.  FiUjcmes,  1  B.  &  P.  138. 
(&)  Inday  ▼.  EUesfen,  2  East,  453. 

(c)  Dela  VegaY.  Vianna,l  A.  &  Ad.  2Si;  Don  y,  Lippman,  5  CI.  &F.1; 
Imkuy  V.  EUes/en,  2  East,  453 ;  JBretUlot  v.  Sandoa,  4  Scott,  201. 

(d)  Don  V.  JAppmanf  5  CI.  &  F.  1, 14. 
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applicable  to  it,  the  intention  of  the  parties  can  have    PabtIY. 

nothing  to  do.    The  fallacy  of  Empposing  that  those  who        

contract  undertake  an  alternative  liabilityi  to  discharge  0^*^ 
their  promise  or  to  be  compelled  to  do  so  by  some  par-  Prooe$8. 
ticolar  law,  within  some  particular  time,  or  in  some  par- 
ticular  way,  has  already  been  shewn  in  treating  of  Statutes 
of  Limitation  (a).  Persons  who  contract  engage  simply 
to  perform  their  promise;  and  if  they  fail  to  carry  out 
their  undertaking,  they  must  submit  to  the  control  of  any 
law  within  the  reach  of  which  they  happen  to  be  when  a 
remedy  is  sought.  To  break  a  contract  is,  in  truth,  an 
offence ;  or  if  not  a  public  offence,  is  at  any  rate .  a  per- 
sonal tort.  There  is  no  greater  reason  why  a  man  who 
fails  to  fulfil  a  promise  should  be  heard  to  object  to  any 
law  which  properly  asserts  jurisdiction  over  him,  than  why 
a  man  who  injures  another  by  defamation  or  actual  assault 
should  do  the  same. 

The  sole  question,  therefore,  which  must  in  such  cases  Enforcement 
be  decided,  is  whether  the  contractor  assumed,  by  hisj^j^^l^ 
agreement,  a  personal  liability  or  not  If  he  intended  to 
bind  his  person  for  tbe  fulfilment  of  his  promise — and  all 
personal  undertakings  must  necessarily  be  taken,  in  the 
absence  of  anything  to  the  contrary,  to  have  that  effect — 
then  every  tribunal  under  whose  jurisdiction  he  may 
come  will  enforce  that  personal  liability  in  its  own  way. 
If,  on  the  contrary,  his  person,  according  to  his  intention 
and  the  competent  lex  contraeluB^  was  never  bound  at  all, 
then  no  foreign  law  can  impose  a  personal  liability  for  the 
breach  or  non-fulfilment  of  what  was  never  a  personal 
undertaking  (b).  Thus  in  MeUm  v.  FUzjames  the  defend- 
ant was  held  to  bail  in  England  on  an  instrument  entered 
into  in  France,  by  which  his  property  only,  and  not  his 
person,  was  according  to  the  law  of  France  made  liable, 
and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  ordered  the  bail-bond  to 
be  delivered  up  and  cancelled  on  the  defendant  entering 

(a)  Ante^  p.  421. 

(6)  Melan  v.  FU^famu,  1  B.  &  P.  1S8 ;  TdUeyrand  v.  Boulanger,  3  Yes. 
447 ;  De  la  Vega  y.  Vianna,  1  B.  &  Ad.  284. 
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Past  iv.  a  oommon  appearance.    **  The  defendaiit  is  held  to  bcdl,** 

**^^^"*'  said  Eyre,  0.  J,,  **  on  a  contract  made  in  France,  the  natare 

Cap.  X.  of  whioh  we  must  learn,  not  from  the  face  of  the  instra- 


Proous.     ment,  bnt  from  eridence.    If  it  appears  that  this  contract 
creates  no  personal  obligation,  and  that  it  could  not  be 
sned  as  such  by  the  laws  of  France,  there  seems  to  be  fedr 
ground  on  which  the  Court  may  interpose  to  prevent  a 
proceeding  so  oppressiye  as  a  personal  arrest  in  a  foreign 
country,  at  the  commencement  of  a  suit,  in  a  case  which, 
as  far  as  we  can  judge  at  present,  authoriaes  no  proceeding 
against  the  person  in  the  country  in  which  the  transaction 
passed.    If  there  could  be  none  in  France,  in  my  opinion 
there  can  be  none  here.    I  cannot  conceive  that  what  is 
no  personal  obligation  in  the  country  in  which  it  arises 
can  ever  be  raised  into  a  personal  obligation  by  the  laws 
of  another.    If  it  be  a  personal  obligation  there,  it  must 
be  enforced  here  in  the  mode  pointed  out  by  the  law  of 
this  country;  but  what  the  nature  of  the  obligation  is 
must  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it 
was  entered  into,  and  then  this  country  will  apply  its  own 
law  to  enforce  it"  (a).     It  should  be  remarked  that 
Heath,  J.,  dissented  from  the  above  view,  but  only  on  the 
ground  that  the  contract  sued  on  was  in  his  opinion  a 
personal  one,  and  that  the  question  of  arrest  was  therefore 
merely  one  of  remedy.    On  the  assumption  that  the  ocm- 
tract  was  not  a  personal  promise  by  French  law,  bat  a 
mere  hypothecation  of  property,  the  decision  was  no  doubt 
right;   but  that  the  view  taken  by  Heath,  J.,  was  in 
reality  more  consonant  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  appears 
from  the  opinion  which  Lord  Ellenborough  intimated  in 
ImJay  v.  EUeafen  (b),  and  from  the  later  decision  iuDela 
Vega  v.  Vianna  (e),  which  may  be  regarded  as  having 
settled  the  law  on  the  subject    In  Den  v.  Lipfman  (d), 
the  general  principles  applicable  to  such  cases  were  stated 
with  much  clearness  by  Lord  Brougham.    "  The  contract 
being  silent  as  to  the  law  by  which  it  is  to  be  governed) 

(a)  Melan  v.  FUtJame$,  1  B.  &  P.  138, 141 ;  and  see  TaUeyrand  ▼  B<m- 
langer,  3  Yes.  447.  (e)  1  B.  ft  Ad.  284. 

(6)  2  East,  453.  (d)  5  CI.  &  F.  1,  la 
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ttothing  IB  more  likely  than  that  the  lex  loei  eonhraetM    Pabt  iv. 

should  be  oonsidered  at  the  time  the  rule  (sa  of  the        ^ 

remedy),  fop  the  parties  could  not  suppose  that  the  con- Oap^x^ 

tract  might  afterwards  come  before  the  tribunals  of  a      proof. 

foreign  country.    But  it  is  otherwise  when  the  remedy 

actually  comes  to  be  enforced.    The  parties  do  not  neoe»> 

sarily  look  to  the  remedy  when  they  make  the  contracts 

They  bind  themselves  to  do  what  the  law  they  live  under 

requires ;  but  as  they  bind  themselyes  generally,  it  may 

be  taken  as  if  they  had  contemplated  the  possibility  of 

enforcing  it  in  another  country.  .  .  .  Not  only  the  prin* 

ciples  of  the  law,  but  the  known  course  of  the  Ooarts 

renders  it  necessary  that  the  rules  of  precedent  should  be 

adopted,  and  that  the  parties  should  take  the  law  as  they 

find  it,  when  they  come  to  enforce  their  contntct  .  .  •  The 

distinction  which  exists  as  to  the  principle  of  applying  the 

remedy,  exists  with  even  greater  force  as  to  the  practice 

of  the  Courts  when  the  remedy  is  to  be  enforced.    No  one 

can  say,  that  because  the  contract  has  been  made  abroad, 

the  form  of  action  known  in  the  foreign  court  must  be 

pursued  in  the  courts  where  the  contract  is  to  be  enforced, 

or  the  other  preliminary  proceedings  of  those  courts  must 

be  adopted,  or  that  the  rules  of  pleading,  or  the  curial 

practice  of  the  foreign  country,  must  necessarily  be  foU 

lowed.  ...  No  one  will  contend  in  terms  that  foreign 

rules  of  evidence  should  guide  us  in  such  cases  ;  and  yet 

it  is  not  so  easy  to  avoid  that  principle  in  practice  if  you 

once  admit,  that  though  the  remedy  is  to  be  enforced  in 

one  country,  it  is  to  be  enforced  according  to  the  laws 

which  govern  another  country  "  (a). 

(iv.)  Evidenoe  necessary  and  admissible  to  support  an  Eyideaoe 
<w<«w.— This  branch  of  the  subject  has  been  already  con-  ^f^^^^ 
sidered  when  treating  of  formalities,  and  it  is  unnecessaiy 
to  do  more  here  than  recapitulate  the  conclusions  arrived 
at.  The  lem  fori  decides  all  questions  relating  to  the  ad- 
missibUUy  of  evidence ;  but  if  the  evidence,  when  admitted, 
goes  to  shew  that  no  obligation  was  ever  validly  created 

(o)  Per  Lord  Brougham,  in  Dm  v.  Lippman,  5  CI.  &  F.  1,  18, 14. 
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Past  iy.     by  the  Ux  loei^  and  not  merely  that  the  obligation,  though 

^^^^  duly  created,  could  not  have  been  proved  in  the  foreign 

__^-  ^     tribunal,  the  rules  of  the  forum  as  to  procedure  will  not. 

Proof.      of  oourse,  be  allowed  to  create  an  obligation  where  none 

existed  before  (a).    Similarly,  when  the  lex  fori  demands 

a  particular  kind  of  evidence  to  support  a  particular  kind 
of  contract,  no  obligation  arising  from  such  a  contract  can 
be  recognised,  although  it  may  in  the  first  instance  have 
been  validly  created  by  the  lea  hoi  ocrfia,  and  could  be  put 
in  suit  in  a  foreign  court.  The  English  Statute  of  Frauds 
has  accordingly  been  held  to  apply  to  contracts  made 
abroad,  and  sued  upon  here  (b)«  The  necessity  of  distin- 
guishing between  the  formalities  preliminary  to  the  vali- 
dity of  the  contract,  and  those  preliminary  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  remedy  in  the  country  where  it  was  made, 
will  be  seen  from  the  case  of  JSSv  f(Mrte  Mdboum  (c),  which 
has  been  already  cited ;  and  it  is  plain  that  it  will  be 
necessary  to  prove  the  former  in  every  tribunal^  while  the 
latter  will  be  dispensed  with  everywhere  but  in  the  courts 
of  the  locuo  eelebrcUianis. 

The  law  on  this  subject  has  been  briefly  expressed  by 
Lord  Brougham  in  Bain  v.  Whitehaven  and  Fumese  BaH- 
iioay  Company  (d).  Whether  a  witness  is  oompetent  or 
not;  whether  a  certain  matter  requires  to  be  proved  by 
writing  or  not ;  nohelher  certain  evidence  proves  a  certain  fact 
or  not :  that  is  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  country 
where  the  question  arises,  where  the  remedy  is  sought  to 
be  enforced,  and  where  the  Court  sits  to  enforce  it 
Foreign  facts  (v.)  Proof  of  focte  peculiarly  foreign. — The  amount  of 
—how  proved,  ^yjd^nce  necessary  to  support  a  right  of  action  in  any 
particular  tribunal,  and  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence 
o£fered  for  tliat  purpose,  being  thus  determined  by  the  lex 
fori,  it  remains  to  consider  what  kind  of  evidence  is 
required  by  the  Court  when  investigating  certain  pecu- 
liarly  foreign  facts.    It  is  unnecessary  to  say  that  the 

(a)  BHstovj  V.  SequeviUe,  6  Ex.  275,  279 ;  Alvea  v.  Hodgson,  7  T.  R,  241 ; 
CUgg  V.  Levy,  2  Gomp.  16C. 

(b)  Leroux  v.  Broum,  12  C.  1^.  dOl ;  Aoebal  v.  Levy,  10  Bing.  376. 

(c)  L.  R.  6  Oh.  6i.  (d)  3  H.  L.  C.  1.  19. 


PBOCIIDnBE  OEHEBALLT,  AND   EVIDENCE.  433 

ordinary  rales  of  evidence  apply  indiBcriminately  to  the     Past  iy. 
proof  of  res  gestsa  and  other  incidents  relevant  to  the  canse     *<>^™^'*«- 
of  action^  wherever  they  may  have  taken  place ;  but  it  is      Oap.  x. 
not  equally  apparent  what  rules  apply  to  the  proof  of       proof. 
foreign  documents,  or  of  foreign  law.    First,  with  regard 
to  foreign  documents,  it  is  clear  that  the  Court  must  have 
the  evidence  of  a  translator;  a  translator  being,  in  the  Proof  of 
words  of  Lord  Chelmsford,  a  witness  as  to  the  meaning  ^^^^^4^^ 
and  also  the  grammatical  construction  of  the  words  (a). 
Next,  it  must  have  evidence,  adduced  by  foreign  experts 
if  necessary,  of  the  meaning  of  any  words  which  are  of 
a  technical  description,  or  which  have  a  peculiar  meaning, 
different  from  that  which,  if  literally  translated  into  our 
language,  they  would  bear.    If  the  instrument  is  not  only 
written  in  a  foreign  language,  but  to  be  controlled  by  a 
foreign  law  (b),  according  to  any  of  the  principles  already 
laid  down,  then  if  there  is  any  principle  of  construction 
applicable  to  that  document  by  such  foreign  law,  the  Proof  of 
foreign  law  on  this  point  must  be  proved  in  the  manner  ^^^^s^  ^^• 
which  will  be  shewn  below.    The  judge  **  has  not  organs 
to  know  and  to  deal  with  the  text  of  the  foreign  law,  and 
therefore  requires  the  assistance  of  a  lawyer  who  knows 
how  to  interpret  it "  (c).    The  witnesses  having  supplied 
the  judge  with  these  facts,  they  must  retire  and  leave  his 
sufficiently  informed  mind  to  his  own  proper  office — ^that 
of  ascertaining  for  himself  the  intention  of  the  parties ; 
or,  in  other  words,  of  construing  the  instrument  in  ques- 
tion (d).    So,  if  there  is  a  foreign  custom  which  affects 
the  construction  of  a  foreign  document,  witnesses  must 
be  heard  to  explain  what  the  custom  is,  as  evidence  is 
received  of  customs  in  respect  of  trade  matters,  before 
the  judge  can  pronounce  upon  the  proper  effect  to  be 
given  to  it  (e).    But  the  foreign  document,  though  con- 
Co)  Di  Sora  v.  PhilUpSy  10  H.  L.  0.  624,  639. 

(b)  As  to  the  proper  law  to  govern  the  oonstruction  of  foreign  ooDtmctB, 
vid.  ante,  p.  301. 

(c)  Per  Lord  Brougham  in  the  Siusex  Peerage  Case,  11  CI.  &  F.  115. 
id)  Di  Sora  v.  Phillips,  10  H.  L.  C.  624,  639. 

(e)  Per  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Moslyn  v.  Fabrigas,  Cowp.  174  ;  1  Sm.  L.  C. 
C77. 
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Part  IV.    stmed  aooording:  to  the  foreign  law  to  which  it  is  gene- 

Pbocidubi.  yjjjy  subject,  and  explained  by  reference  to  foreign  facts, 

Gap.  X.     is  only  admissible  in  evidence,  as  has  been  said,  according 

P^,      to  the  rules  of  the  lex  fori^  and  no  foreign  law  will  avail 

to  make  that  primary  evidence  in  a  foreign  court  which  is 

secondary  evidence  according  to  the  law  of  procedure 
which  is  there  followed  (a).  Where,  however,  a  parti- 
Proof  of  oular  value  is  given  by  the  foreign  law  to  a  foreign  docu- 
documants.  ment  as  proof  of  a  fact  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  law, 
the  same  weight  will  be  given  to  it  in  any  other  tribunal, 
when  the  foreign  law  is  proved  to  its  satisfaction.  Thus, 
where  it  was  desired  to  prove  a  marriage  in  France  which 
was  celebrated  before  the  Bevolution,  and  it  was  proved 
by  French  advocates  that  registers  of  marriage  were  kept 
at  Lille  by  official  authority,  and  that  those  roisters  were 
authentic  documents  both  before  and  since  the  Revolution, 
properly  authenticated  copies  of  these  were  admitted  ta 
prove  the  marriage  (h).  And  in  a  more  modern  case,  a 
document  was  tendered  to  prove  a  marriage  in  Chili,  which 
purported  to  be  an  extract  from  a  register  of  marriages, 
signed  by  the  curate-rector  of  the  Chilian  church  where 
it  was  solemnized.  The  signature  was  duly  verified  by  a 
public  notary,  and  certified  under  the  hand  and  seal  of 
the  British  Consul.  On  proof  being  adduced  that  a  regi»* 
ter  was  kept  by  the  curate-rector  of  every  church  in  Chili 
of  the  marriages  solemnized  in  it,  and  that  certificates 
of  marriages  such  as  that  tendered  were  received  in  the 
Chilian  Courts  as  evidence  of  the  marriage  which  they 
purported  to  certify,  the  document  was  received  to  prove 
the  marriage  in  question  (e).  But  a  copy  of  a  foreign 
judgment,  certified  in  a  similar  manner,  will  not  be  entitled 
to  reception  here,  every  tribunal  being  of  course  entitled 
to  lay  down  for  itself  the  manner  in  which  it  will  take 
cognizance  of  the  decrees  of  a  foreign  Court  (d).  It  is  now 
provided  by  statute  that  all  judgments,  decrees,  orders,  or 

(a)  Brown  v.  Tliorntm,  6  A.  &  E.  185. 

(/;)  Biddnlph  v.  Lord  Camotjn,  cited  l»v  Keating,  J.,  29  L.  J.  P.  A  M.  58. 

(r)  Abbott  V.  AbbotU  29  L.  J.  P.  &  M/57. 

Id)  AjrpUton  V.  Lord  Braybruokcj  6  M.  &  B.  94 ;  and  sec  9  Mod.  60. 
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other  judicial  proceedings  of  any  court  of  justice  in  any    PabtIV. 
foreign   state  or  in  any  British  colony,  and  all  other     *o^^^ 
affidavits,  pleadings,  and  other  legetl  documents  filed  or      Oa?.  X« 
deposited  in  any  such  court,  may  be  proved  in  any  court      ifroof* 

of  justice,  or  before  any  person  having  by  law  or  by       

consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine 
evidence,  either  by  examined  copia«i,  or  by  authenticated 
copies  purporting  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  court 
to  which  the  original  belongs,  or,  in  the  event  of  such 
court  having  no  seal,  to  be  signed  by  the  judge  or  one  of 
the  judges  of  the  said  court;  and  that  it  shall  not  be 
necessary  to  prove  the  seal  or  signature  with  which  such 
authenticated  copy  purports  to  be  sealed  or  signed  (a)« 
Similar  provisions  are  contained  in  the  same  statute  for 
the  proof  of  proclamations,  treaties,  and  other  foreign  acts 
of  State. 

The  proof  of  foreign  law  is  mainly  controlled  by  the  Proof  of 
principle  that  the  law  of  a  foreign  State  is  a  fact  which  ^^~^  ^'''• 
must  be  established  by  evidence  like  any  other,  and  of 
which  no  tribunal  or  judge  has  a  right  to  take  judicial 
notice.  ITo  j  udicial  knowledge  or  discernment  is  attributed 
to  a  judge  in  such  a  matter;  and  if  proper  proof  of  a 
foreign  law  is  not  adduced,  the  C!ourt  must  proceed 
according  to  the  law  of  England  (6).  All  that  can  be 
required  of  a  tribunal  adjudicating  on  a  question  of  foreign 
law  is  to  receive  and  consider  all  the  evidence  as  to  it 
which  is  available,  and  "hofnA  fide  to  determine  on  that,  as 
well  as  it  can,  what  the  foreign  law  is*  If  from  the  imper* 
feet  evidence  produced  before  it,  or  its  misapprehension  of 
the  effect  of  that  evidence,  a  mistake  is  made,  it  is  much 
to  be  lamented,  but  the  tribunal  is  free  from  blame  (e). 
The  judge  *^  has  not  organs  to  know  and  to  deal  with  the 
text  of  the  foreign  law,  and  therefore  requires  the  assist- 
ance  of  a  lawyer  who  knows  how  to  interpret  it "  ((2).   How 

(rt)  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  B.  7. 

(6)  Uayd  y.  GuibeHj  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  115, 129;  Brovm  ▼.  Graeey^  D.  &  B. 
N.  I».  41,  n. 
(c)  Castrique  v.  Imrie,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  414,  427. 
id)  Sussex  Peerage  Case,  11  CI.  &  F.  115,  per  Lord  Brougham. 
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Paiit  IV.    far  the  fonction  of  the  judge  is  limited  to  the  reception  of 
^^^^^"°'^"'  this  evidence  and  this  assistance,  is  perhaps  not  wholly 
OarX.     free  from  donbt     It  was  said  by  Lord  lAngdale,  that 
Proof.       thongh  a  knowledge  of  foreign  law  is  not  to  be  imputed 
to  the  jndge,  there  may  be  imputed  to  him  a  knowledge 
of  the  general  art  of  reasoning ;  and  that  there  may  there- 
fore be  cases  in  which  the  jadge  may,  without  impropriety, 
take  upon  himself  to  construe  the  words  of  a  foreign  law, 
and  determine  their  application  to  the  case  before  him, 
especially  if  there  should  be  a  yariance  or  want  of  clearness 
in  the  testimony  (a).  The  same  view  had  been  apparently 
adopted  by  Lord  Stowell  in  earlier  cases  (5),  limiting  the 
exercise  of  this  function  to  the  consideration  'of  those 
authorities  which  were  directly  referred  to  by  the  wit- 
nesses ;  but,  as  Lord  Langdale  remarked  in  the  case  cited, 
a  judge  endowed  as  Lord  Stowell  was  might  perhaps  safely 
do  some  things  which  other  judges  might  find  it  very 
hazardous  to  imitate.     Nor  is  there  any  other  direct 
authority  for  the  proposition  that  a  judge  may  of  his  own 
mere  motion  look  even  at  the  written  or  printed  laws  of  a 
Foreign  law—  foreign  State.  In  a  recent  case  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
examinable  by  the  provisions  of  the  French  Code  de  Commerce  were,  no 
Court.  doubt,  examined  critically  by  the  Court,  but  it  is  especially 

remarked  in  the  judgments  that  the  whole  Code  was,  hy 
agreement  of  the  parlies^  considered  to  be  in  evidence  (c). 
The  doctrine  that  it  is  necessary  to  prove  foreign  law  as  a 
fact  by  oral  testimony  was  not  therefore  impugned,  nor  is 
the  case  even  an  authority  for  the  admissibility  in  evi- 
dence of  the  statute  law  or  codes  of  a  foreign  country, 
where  the  objection  is  not  waived.  The  objection,  though 
not  waived,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  taken  in  Trimbey 
V.  Viffnier  (d)^  in  which  the  same  articles  of  the  Code  de 
Commerce  came  in  question,  and  were  no  doubt  looked  at 
by  the  Court.    **Upon  this  point  of  French  law,"  says 

(o)  NeUon  v.  BHdport,  8  Beav.  537. 

(6)  Lindo  v.  BeliMrio,  1  Hagg.  Cong.  216;  Dalrymple  v.  Dalryml^, 
2  Hagg.  Cons.  54. 

(c)  Bradluugh  v.  De  Rin^  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  473. 
(J)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  151, 158. 
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Tindal,  G. J.,  '*  the  opinions  of  the  foreign  advocates  which    Pabt  IV. 

have  been  taken  by  consent  since  the  trial  of  the  cause,        

appear  to  be  contradictory ;  but  as  each  of  them  founds      0^-^' 
his  opinion  on  the  Code  de  Commereey  Arts.  137, 138,  we      Proof. 
feel  ourselves  at  liberty  to  refer  to  the  text  of  that  Code, 
in  order  to  form  our  own  judgment  on  the  point."    It  will 
be  observed  that  in  that  case  the  opinions  of  the  foreign 
advocates  was  taken  by  consent  after  the  trial,  and  the 
disputed  articles  of  the  Code  were  in  fact  quoted  in  those 
opinions;  so  that  both  litigants  appear  to  have  waived 
their  right  to  object  to  anything  beyond  the  testimony  of 
an  expert.    It  is  obvious  that  there  is  considerable  danger 
in  permitting  any  judge  to  attempt  the  construction  and 
application  of  a  foreign  code  or  statute  for  himself.    The 
opinion  of  a  continental  judge,  for  example,  upon  the 
fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  given  in  ignorance 
that  it  had  ever  been  the  subject  of  judicial  decision,  would 
certainly  be  more  likely  to  be  wrong  than  right ;  and  the 
stricter  view  would  seem  to  be  that  a  litigant  has  a  right 
to  demand,  if  he  chooses,  that  the  opinion  of  the  witnesses 
as  to  the  foreign  law  shall  be  accepted  as  conclusive, 
without  any  attempt  being  made  by  the  judge  to  supple- 
ment it  by  an  examination  of  the  foreign  law  for  himself. 
It  is  the  office  of  the  judge  in  such  a  case  to  decide  upon 
the  testimony  submitted  to  him,  not  upon  the  comparative 
validity  of  the  reasons  given  by  the  witnesses  in  support 
of  their  opposite  opinions  (a) ;  and  the  distinction  between 
the  task  of  construing  a  foreign  document  or  contract 
after  the  law  affecting  it  has  been  proved,  and  the  task  of 
ascertaining  that  law  as  a  preparatory  step  towards  doing 
so,  will  be  well  seen  from  the  case  just  cited.    The  autho- 
rities, however,  for  the  proposition  that  foreign  written 
law  may  be  looked  at  by  the  judge,  are  entitled  to  con- 
siderable respect,  and  in  the  Stissex  Peeroffe  case  (b)  Lord 
Campbell  gave  his  opinion  in  favour  of  that  view  in  oppo- 

(a)  Di  Sara  v.  PhilUpSy  10  H.  L.  C.  624, 638. 

(6)  11  CI.  &  F.  85,  114  ;  see  Baron  de  Bode*8  Casey  8  Q.  B.  208;  MtU^ir 
V.  Ueinrich^  4  Camp.  155 ;  Lacan  v.  Higgim,  3  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  178;  Pidon's 
Ckise,  30  Huw.  Bt.  Tr.  491 ;  Middleton  v.  Janverin,  2  Hiigg.  Cone.  437. 
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Pakf  IV.    sition  to  that  taken  by  Lord  Brougham.    The  Supreme 

^**  Court  of  the  United  States^  in  a  judgment  cited  at  length 

0^^-^  by  Story  (a),  recently  expressed  their  opinion  that  the 
Pfoo/.  true  rule  was,  that  a  foreign  written  law  may  be  received 
when  it  is  found  in  a  statute  book,  with  proof  that  the 
book  has  been  officially  published  by  the  GoTernment 
which  made  the  law.  It  has  already  been  said  that  the 
more  recent  Eoglish  cases  are,  on  the  whole,  unfavourable 
to  this  view ;  and  that  there  is  great  and  obvious  danger 
of  error  in  any  attempt  to  construe  the  written  code  of  a 
foreign  law,  without  the  aid  of  foreign  lawyers  to  explain 
it  (h). 
Foreign  law  Whatever  may  be  the  true  rule,  however,  as  to  the 
experti^^  ^^  right  of  the  Court  to  look  at  the  written  or  printed  laws 
of  a  foreign  country,  it  is  certain  that  all  foreign  law  may, 
and  all  unwritten  foreign  law  must,  be  proved  by  parol  evi- 
dence. The  only  witness  competent  to  give  such  evidence 
is  some  person  who  is  conversant  with  the  foreign  law, 
either  as  a  legal  practitioner  in  the  foreign  State,  or  as 
holding  some  other  office  there  the  duties  of  which  would 
entail  such  knowledge.  It  does  not  appear  necessary 
that  he  should  be  a  legal  practitioner  or  professor,  at  any 
rate  if  the  law  (e)  to  be  proved  is  a  mercantile  custom ; 
but  it  is  clearly  not  sufficient  that  his  knowledge  of  the 
law  of  the  foreign  State  should  be  derived  from  his  having 
studied  it  in  another  country  (d).  If  this  were  enough, 
as  Alderson,  B.,  observed  in  Brittow  v;  SequevUle,  why 
should  not  a  Frenchman,  who  had  read  books  relating  to 
Chinese  law,  be  called  to  prove  what  the  law  of  China 
really  is  ?  And  in  a  case,  at  present  unreported,  before 
Sir  James  Hannen  in  the  Probate  Division  of  the  High 
Court,  in  June,  1878  (Catiwriffhi  v.  Carhoriffhi  («)),  it  was 
held  that  the  Canadian  marriage  law  could  not  be  proved 

(a)  Stoiy,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  641,  a  (n.) 

(6)  Per  Blackburn.  J.,  in  Castrique  v.  Imrie,  39  L.  J.  C.  V.  350,  355. 

(c)  VanderdoncM  v.  TheUuMon,  8  C.  B.  812. 

(d)  BrisUno  v.  SeqtiPvaU,  5  Ex.  275 ;  19  L.  J.  Ex.  289 ;  In  the  Goo(U  of 
Bondlu  L.  R.  1  P.  D.  69. 

(f)  Now  npoittd  (June  22),  26  W.  B.  084. 
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by  the  testimony  of  an  English  barrister,  who  had  enjoyed    Pabt  iv. 
a  large  practice  in  Canadian  appeals  before  the  Judicial  ^^Q^^^^"- 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council ;  such  a  practitioner  not     Cap.  x. 
being  an  expert,  in  the  contemplation  of  law,  qualified  to       proof. 

give  evidence  concerning  the  law  of  those  countries  for        

which  the  Privy  Council  is  the  ultimate  Court  of  Appeal. 
Such  a  witness  must  be  a  person  jperitus  virtuie  offieiif 
aocording  to  Lord  Lyndhurst  (a),  from  whose  language  it 
appears  further  that  where  the  witness  has  no  officium,  he 
can  have  no  periiia  ;  and  therefore  that  a  mere  resident 
in  a  foreign  country  is  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove 
its  law  (b).  It  must  be  doubted  whether  the  decision  of 
Lord  Tenterden,  that  a  French  vice-consul  in  England  is 
peritus  virtute  officii,  so  as  to  be  a  competent  witness  to 
prove  French  law,  would  be  followed  at  the  present  day. 

In  addition  to  this  ordinary  and  common  law  method  of  Foreign  law 
proving  foreign  law,  it  was  enacted  by  the  Legislature  in  Z^^^q}^^ 
1861   (24  Vict.  c.  11)  that  in  any  action  in  one  of  the 
English  superior  courts,  and  now  therefore  in  any  action 
in  any  of  the  divisions  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  it 
shall  be  competent  for  the  Court  to  state  and  remit  a 
special  case  to  a  superior  court  of  any  foreign  country 
with  which  a  convention  to  that  effect  shall  have  been 
made,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  law  of  that  foreign  country ; 
and  that  a  certified  copy  of  the  opiuion  of  the  foreign 
Court  upon  the  case  submitted  to  it  shall  be  admitted  to 
prove  the  foreign  law.    The  opinion  of  the  foreign  Court, 
however,  is  not  to  be  conclusive  evidence,  as  the  second 
section  of  the  same  Act  authorizes  the  English  Court  to 
apply  the  opinion  to  the  facts,  in  the  same  way  as  if  it 
had  been  pronounced  by  itself  upon  a  case  reserved  or 
upon  a  special  verdict, ''  if  it  shall  think  fit."    The  third 
section  of  the  Act  authorizes  the  English  Courts  to  pro- 
nounce opinions  upon  cases  similarly  remitted  to  them  by 
foreign  States ;  but  it  must  of  course  be  noted,  that  these 

(a)  Sussex  Peerage  Case,  11  01.  &  F.  85, 134,  where  R.  v.  Bent,  1  0.  &  K. 
97,  is  said  to  be  not  law ;  see  also  i2.  y.  Picton,  40  How.  St.  Tr.  509 ;  Ward 
v.  Dey,  7  Notes  of  Oases,  96. 

(6)  Ibid. 
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Part  iy.     provisions  only  apply  to  those  foreign  conntries  or  States* 

'   with  the  gOTomments  of  which  a  convention  has  been 

_Cap.  x^  entered  into  by  the  British  Government  for  the  puipoee 
Ftoof,  of  mutually  ascertaining  British  and  foreign  law  in  the 
respective  cases.  The  convention  will,  of  course,  deter- 
mine in  each  instance  to  what  court  or  courts  in  the  foreign 
country  the  application  is  to  be  made ;  but  it  is  not  likely 
that  the  Act  itself  will  ever  be  made  extensively  ayail* 
able.  A  similar  enactment  was  passed  in  1859  for  the 
ascertainment  of  the  law  administered  in  one  part  of  Her 
Majesty's  dominions  when  pleaded  in  the  courts  of  another 
part  (a). 

8VMMARY. 
PROCSDUBE. 

p.  412.  The  remedy  is  to  be  enforced  according  to  the  mode  of 

the  lexforiy  though  the  right  of  action  be  sometimes  indi- 
rectly affected  by  the  application  of  the  rule.    Thus, 

p.  413.  (i.)  (a.)  The  lex  fori  Qontvols  the  question  of  the  name  in 

which  the  action  is  to  be  brought,  but  not  the  title  to  a 
right  of  action,  when  that  affects  the  ultimate  direction  in 
which  its  benefits  are  to  flow.  Title  validly  conferred 
creates  a  foundation  for  procedure. 

p.  417.  (b.)  So  liability  is  determined  by  the  proper  law  which 

imposes  it,  but  when  a  personal  liability  is  once  imposed, 
the  mode  in  which  it  is  enforced,  as,  for  example,  by  joint 
or  several  procedure,  depends  upon  the  lex  fori. 

p.  420.  (ii.)  The  lex  fori  determines  the  time  within  which  an 

action  may  be  brought ;  that  is,  the  time  within  which  an 
obligation  may  be  euforced  depends  upon  the  law  of  the 
tribunal  which  is  asked  to  enforce  it.  But  when  the  com- 
petent law  has  declared  that  an  obligation,  after  a  given 
time,  shall  be  extinguished,  and  not  merely  rendered  in- 
capable of  being  enforced  in  a  particular  tribunal,  the  law 
of  another  tribunal  cannot,  by  fixing  a  longer  term  of  pre- 

(a)  22  &  23  Viut.  c.  63. 
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scription,  revive  it.     This  qualification  would  seem  to    Pabt  iv. 
apply,  whether  the  party  against  whom  it  is  sought  to     "*^^^^^- 
revive  the  defunct  obligation  has  resided  during  the  whole      C^-  ^* 
term  of  prescription  under  the  dominion  of  the  lex  con' 
tracttta  or  actuSf  or  not. 

(iii.)  The  lex  fori  determines  the  form  and  nature  of  the  p-  424. 
action  by  which  a  personal  liability  is  sought  to  be  enforced, 
and  the  process  or  execution  which  the  tribunal  uses  to 
enforce  it.  But  the  lex  fori  can  never  convert  into  a 
personal  liability  that  which  is  not  so  by  the  law  which 
created  the  obligation. 

(iv.)  The  lex  fori  determines  the  evidence  by  which  an  p.  431. 
obligation  must  or  may  be  proved.     It  cannoti  however, 
create  an  obligation  where  none  existed  before,  though  it 
may  refuse  to  recognise  one  that  already  exists. 

(v.)  All  foreign  facts,  including  the  meaning  of  language  p.  432. 
and  the  existence  of  laws,  are  objective  facts  to  be  proved, 
of  which  the  Court  will  not  take  judicial  notice. 
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FOREIGN  JUDGMENTS. 


JfidgmenU, 


(i.)  QeneraUy,  and  more  particularly^  Foreign  Judgments 

in  personam. 


The  judgments  or  decrees  of  any  tribunal  have  obviously 
DO  right  to  claim  recognition  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
that  tribunal  on  any  principle  akin  to  that  which  renders 
Foreign  them  binding  within  it.     They  are  in  fact  the  judicial 

judgments—  orders  of  the  sovereign  power  in  the  State,  pronounced  by 
the  mouth  of  one  of  its  tribunals;  and  can  only  claim  to 
be  carried  into  effect  by  the  executive  officers  of  that 
State  within  its  limits  (a).  The  comity  of  nations  does, 
however,  accord  them  a  certain  recognition,  and  it  has 
been  said  by  a  celebrated  American  judge  (h)  that  the 
Courts  of  England  give  .as  full  effect  to  foreign  sentences 
as  is  given  to  them  in  any  part  of  the  civilized  world. 
Recognition  may  be  accorded  in  three  ways.  The  foreign 
judgment  may  either  be  adopted  by  the  domestic  Court 
as  its  own,  and  admitted  to  execution  within  its  jurisdic* 
tion ;  or  it  may  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  creation  of 
an  obligation ;  or  lastly,  it  may  be  received  as  evidence  of 
the  original  obligation,  in  a  suit  brought  on  the  primary 
cause  of  action.  The  first  of  these  methods,  according  to 
Westlake  (e),  is  that  generally  followed  on  the  Continent 
of  Europe;  though  several  of  the  continental  nations, 
including  France,  enforce  the  judgments  of  other  countries 

(a)  Afi  to  th€i  proof  of  foreign  judgments,  see  14  &  15  Yiot  c  99,  a.  7, 
and  ante,  p.  434. 

(b)  Marshall,  C.J.,  in  4  Cranch,  270 ;  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  590. 

(c)  Westlake,  Pri?.  Int.  Law,  §  374. 
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only  where  there  are  reciprocal  treaties  to  that  effect ;  the  Pabt  iy. 

second  is  the  mode  adopted  in  England  and  America,  and       

in  countries  which  possess  a  cognate   system  of  juris-  Cap.  XI. 


pradenoe;   while  in  some  few  States,  such  as  Sweden,   judgments, 
Spain,   and   Norway,  the    plaintiff  is  relegated  to  his 
original  cause  of  action.     In  England,  then,  a  foreign 
judgment  is  ordinarily  enforced  by  bringing  an   action  Enforcement 
upon  it ;  and  it  is  to  be  remarked  that  though  it  has  been  ^^  *c*^°^ 
said  that  this  practice  does  not  strictly  rest  upon  ^^  what 
is  loosely  called  international  comity"  (a),  it  does  rest 
strictly  upon  international  comity,  properly  understood. 
According  to  Parke,  B.,  ''Where  a  Oourt  of  competent 
jurisdiction  has  adjudicated  a  certain  sum  to  be  due  from 
one  person  to  another,  a  legal  obligation  arises  to  pay  that 
sum  on  which  an  action  of  debt  to  enforce  the  judgment 
may  be  maintained.    It  is  in  this  way  that  the  judgments 
of  foreign  and  colonial  Courts  are  supported  and  en- 
forced "  (6).     This  statement  of  principle  was  cited  and 
adopted  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in   Oadard  v.   Oray  (o)  and 
SekSbsby  v.  Westmhoh^  just  referred  to,  and  is  in  reality 
only  a  yariation  of  the  general  rule  that  obligations  which 
have  once  been  duly  created  by  a  competent  and  appro- 
priate law  will  be  recognised  in  all  tribunals  alike.    The 
phrase  comity  of  nations  does  emphatically  mean  this,  or 
it  means  nothing  (d).    But  though  the  most  usual  mode 
of  enforcing  a  foreign  judgment  in  England  is  by  bringing 
an  action  upon  it,  the  plaintiff  is  not  obliged  to  take  this 
course.    A  foreign  judgment  involves  no  merger  of  the 
original  cause  of  action ;  and  it  is  therefore  open  to  the 
plaintiff  to  sue  upon  that  if  he  chooses  (e).    *^  This,  being 
only  a  foreign  judgment/'  said  Bayley,  J.,  in  HaU  v.  Odher, 

(a)  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Sehibtbu  v.  We$tenholz,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  159. 

(h)  Williamt  v.  Joms,  13  M.  &  W.  633 ;  Rustel  v.  Smyth,  9  M.  &  W.  819. 

(c)  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  139. 

id)  Story,  Ck)nflict  of  Laws,  §§  38,  38  a ;  Westlake,  §  148 ;  Huber,  Do 
Conttictu  Legum,  8.  2 ;  Dalrymple  v.  Dalrymple,  2  Hagp.  Cons.  59. 

(€)  Smtih  V.  NicolU,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  208;  HaU  v.  Odber,  11  East,  124; 
Bank  of  AuHraUmn  v.  Nia$y  16  Q.  B.  717 ;  Bank  o/Au9iraia$iaY,  Harding, 
19  L.  J.  C.  P.  345 ;  9  0.  B.  6(11 ;  Cantrique  v.  Behrent,  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  163: 
KelmU  V.  Mar^haU,  1  0.  B.  N.S.  241. 
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Part  IV.     '^did  not  merge  or  extingaish  the  plaintiff's  simple  con- 
BocEDUBB.  ^j^^^  debt,  which  can  only  be  done  by  converting  it  into  a 
Cap.  xr.     debt  of  a  higher  nature ;  it  is  only  evidence  of  the  debt." 
Jwiffmenu.    **^f  then,"  says  Tindal,  C.J.,  in  Smith  v.  NtcoUsy  ♦*the 
judgment  has  not  altered  the  nature  of  the  rights  between 
the  parties,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  has  his 
option,  either  to  resort  to  the  original  ground  of  action,  or 
to  bring  an  asBumpint  on  the  judgment  recovered.''    It 
was  suggested  as  a  moot  poiut  before  the  Judicature 
Acts  (a),  whether  in  cases  where  the  plaintiff  elected  to 
sue  on  the  original  cause  of  action,  it  would  not  be  open 
to  the  defendant  to  controvert  the  ground  of  action  not- 
withstanding the  production  of  the  foreign  judgment  as 
evidence ;  on  the  same  principle  on  which  it  has  been  held 
that  where  there  is  an  opportunity  of  placing  a  domestic 
judgment  on  the  record,  and  it  is  not  placed  there,  it  will 
not  be  conclusive  (b).    It  is  hardly  probable  that  the 
point  will  arise  under  the  new  practice,  as  it  is  most 
unlikely  that  the  statement  of  claim  in  such  a  case  would 
be  framed  without  setting  out  both  the  original  cause  of 
action  and  the  foreign  judgment;   but  should  a  foreign 
judgment  be  relied  upon  only  as  evidence,  and  not  as  an 
original  cause  of  action,  it  is  quite  clear  that  it  would  at 
least  be  evidence,  and  strong  prima  facie  evidence,  of  the 
obligation  on  which  it  was  based.    Speaking  of  the  ordi* 
nary  practice  of  suing  on  a  judgment,  Blackburn,  J.,  says 
in  Oodard  v.  Oray  (c) :  **  The  mode  of  pleading  shews 
that  the  judgment  was  considered,  not  as  merely  prima 
facie  evidence  of  that  cause  of  action  for  which  the  judge- 
ment was  given,  but  as  in  itself  giving  rise,  at  least  prima 
facie,  to  a  legal  obligation  to  obey  that  judgment  and  pay 
the  sum  adjudged.    This  may  seem  a  technical  mode  of 
dealing  with  the  question;   but  in  truth  it  goes  to  the 
root  of  the  matter.    For  if  the  judgment  were  merely 
considered  as  evidence  of  the  original  cause  of  action,  it 

(a)  Doe  V.  Olitfer,  2  8m.  L.  C.  (n.)  813. 

(&)  VooglU  V.  Winch,  2  B.  &  Aid.  162 ;  Doe  t.  Huddart,  2  C.  M.  &  R. 
816. 
(c)  li.  R.  6  Q.  B.  130, 16(). 
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must  be  open  to  meet  it  by  any  counter  eyidence  negativ*  Part  rv. 

ing  the  existence  of  that  original  cause  of  action  "  (a).  boc?edpbb. 

The  ordinary  mode  adopted  in  England  of  enforciug  a  Cap.  XL 


foreign  judgment  being  then  to  bring  an  action  upon  it,   judgments. 
as  creating  a  substantive  legal  obligation,  it  becomes  im-  p^rei^ 
portant  to  consider  what  objections  may  be  taken  to  its  jud^'munt— 
validity.    Anything  which  negatives  the  existence  of  that  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^ 
legal  obligation,  or  excuses  the  defendant  from  the  per- 
formance of  it,  must  form  a  good  defence  to  the  action. 
It  must  be  open,  therefore,  to  the  defendant  to  shew  that 
the  Court  which  pronounced  the  judgment  had  not  juris- 
diction to  pronounce  it,  either  (a.)  because  they  exceeded 
the  jurisdiction  given  to  them  by  the  foreign  law,  or  Excess  of 
(b.)  because  he,  the  defendant,  was  not  subject  to  that  j^isdiction. 
jurisdiction  (b).    That  the  foreign  Court  should  have  had 
jurisdiction  in  the  first  instance  is  the  essential  condition 
implied  by  Parke,  B.,  in  his  enunciation  of  the  principle 
on  i?hich  foreign  judgments  are  recognised  here,  cited 
above  (c),  and,  indeed,  hardly  stands  in  need  of  authority 
to  confirm  it.    But  it  is  clearly  not  sufiBcient,  in  order  to 
impeach  a  foreign  judgment,  to  shew  that  the  Court  which 
pronounced  it  had  no  jurisdiction  by  its  own  rules,  if  it 
had  jurisdiction  according  to  the  principles  of  international 
law  over  the  person  of  the  defendant  and  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action  (d).    Thus  a  plea  to  an  action  on  a 
judgment  of  the  French  Tribunal  of  Commerce,  that  the 
Court  was  not  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  that 
behalf,  according  to  the  Frcfiuih  law,  because  the  defendant 
was  not  a  trader,  and  was  not  resident  in  a  particular  town 
when  the  cause  of  action  arose,  was  held  bad  («).    It  is 
obvious  that  these  defences,  being  admittedly  defences  by 
the  French  law,  should  have  been  pleaded  in  the  French 
Court,  and  it  is  well  established  that  defences  which 
might  have  been  raised  in  the  Court  where  the  judgment 

(a)  See  also  Phillips  v.  Hunter,  2H.  Bl.  410;  Sindair  v.  Fraser,  Dougl. 
5,  n. ;  HaU  v.  Odber,  11  East,  124. 
(6)  Godard  v.  Gray,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  149. 

(c)  Russel  V.  Bmyth,  9  M.  &  W.  819 ;  Williams  v.  Jones,  11  M.  &  W.  633. 
id)  Vanquelin  v.  Bouard,  33  L.  J.  C.  P.  ?«,  84 ;  15  0.  B.  N.S.  341. 
(e)  8.C. 
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waB  obtained,  cannot  be  brought  forward  afterwards  to 
impeach  it  (a).    The  mle  that  the  pergon  of  the  defendant 
must  be  properly  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  has  been  put 
Judgments,    by  modem  cases  in  the  clearest  possible  light. 

In  SehiUby  y.  Wfstenhdz  (6),  it  was  held  that  a  judg* 
ment  of  a  foreign  Ck>urt',  obtained  in  default  of  appearance 
against  a  defendant,  cannot  be  enforced  in  an  English 
court,  where  the  defendant,  at  the  time  the  suit  com- 
menced, was  not  a  subject  of  nor  resident  in  the  country 
in  which  the  judgment  was  obtained ;  for  there  existed 
nothing  imponng  any  duty  on  the  defendant  to  obey  the 
judgment  of  the  foreign  Court.  **0n  this  point,"  said 
Blackburn,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  *^  we  think  some  things  are  quite  clear  on 
principle.  If  the  defendants  had  been  at  the  time  of  the 
judgment  subjects  of  the  country  whose  judgment  is 
sought  to  be  enforced  against  them,  we  think  that  its 
laws  would  haye  bound  them.  Again,  if  the  defendants 
had  been  at  the  time  when  the  suit  was  commenced,  so  as 
to  have  the  benefit  of  its  laws  protecting  them,  or,  as  it  is 
sometimes  expressed,  owing  temporary  allegiance  to  that 
country,  we  think  that  its  laws  would  have  bound  them. 
If  at  the  time  %vhen  the  obligation  was  contracted  the 
defendants  were  within  the  foreign  country,  but  left  it 
before  the  suit  was  instituted,  we  should  be  inclined  to 
think  the  laws  of  that  couutry  bound  them,  though  before 
finally  deciding  this  we  should  like  to  hear  the  question 
argued.  But  every  one  of  these  suppositions  is  negatived 
in  the  present  case.  Again,  we  think  it  clear,  upon  prin- 
ciple, that  if  a  person  selected,  as  plaintiff,  the  tribunal  of 
a  foreign  country  as  the  one  in  which  he  would  sue,  he 
could  not  afterwards  say  that  the  judgment  of  that  tribunal 
was  not  binding  upon  him  "  (c).  With  regard  to  the  last 
case  put,  of  submission  to  the  jurisdiction  by  electing  to 

(a)  Henderton  v.  Henderwn^  6  Q.  B'.  288 ;  Bank  of  Autstraldria  v.  NioM^ 
IG  Q.  B.  717 ;  Ricardo  v.  Garciat,  12  CI.  &  F.  3G8 ;  Vanqudin  v.  Battar± 
33  L.  J.  C.  P.  78;  15  C.  B.  N.S.  311. 

ih)  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  155. 

(c)  See  to  the  same  effect  per  Parke,  B.,  in  General  Steam  Natigation 
Co.  V.  GuiUou,  11  M.  &  W.  877,  894. 
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8ue  in  its  tribunals,  it  is  obvioas  that  a  plaintiff  who  has    Pabt  IY. 

made  such  a  submission  cannot  be  afterwards  heard  to       

complain  of  its  acceptance ;  and  it  has  been  held  that  a  Cap.  XI. 
foreigner,  though  not  resident  or  present  within  the  juris-  JudgmenU 
diction  of  a  domestic  tribunal,  and  without  any  actual  gabmiaaion  to 
notice  or  knowledge  of  its  proceedings,  may  nevertheless  j^/isdictiou  of 
be  isken  to  have  submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  as  defend*  pronouncing 
ant  by  his  previous  conduct.  In  that  case  the  replication  J^dg^^nt. 
fdleged '  that  the  defendant  was  holder  of  shares  in  a 
French  company,  having  its  legal  domicil  at  Paris,  and 
became  thereby  subject,  by  the  law  of  France,  to  all  the 
liabilities  belonging  to  holders  of  shares,  and  in  particular 
to  the  conditions  contained  in  the  statutes  or  articles  of 
association ;  that  by  these  statutes  it  was  agreed  that  all 
disputes  arising  during  liquidation  between  shareholders 
should  be  submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  French 
Court ;  that  every  sharehcdder  provoking  a  contest  must 
elect  a  domicil,  and  in  default  election  might  be  made  for 
him  at  the  office  of  the  imperial  procurator  of  the  civil 
tribunal  of  the  department  in  which  the  office  of  the 
company  was  situated,  and  that  all  summonses  and  notices 
should  be  validly  served  at  the  domicil  formally  or  im- 
pliedly chos|p ;  that  the  circumstances  arose  under  which 
these  statutes  provided  that  it  should  be  incumbent  upon 
the  defendant  to  elect  a  domicil  as  above,  but  that  he 
never  elected  a  domicil,. and  that  the  plaintiff  therefore 
caused  a  summons  in  an  action  brought  in  the  French 
court  to  be  delivered  for  the  defendant  at  the  above- 
mentioned  office  :  that  this  service  was  regular  and 
amounted  to  notice  by  the  law  of  France,  and  that,  on 
default  of  appearance,  judgment  was  recovered  by  default 
against  the  defendant.  This  replication  was  held  good  by 
the  Court  of  Exchequer ;  though  a  similar  replication  in 
the  same  case,  resting  the  defendant's  submission  merely 
upon  his  having  become  a  member  of  a  French  company, 
and  the  provisions  of  the  French  law,  omitting  all  refer- 
ence to  the  statutes  or  articles  of  association,  was  held 
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Pabt  iv.  insnfficient  by  a  majority  of  the  Court  (a).    The  submis- 

sion  must  clearly  be  deduced  from  the  conduct  of  the 

Cap.  XI.  pergon  who  is  alleged  to  have  submitted,  and  it  would 


Judgmeru$,  Seem  that  this  conduct  should  be  something  amounting  to 
a  contract  or  waiver.     It  is  clearly  not  enough  to  shew 
that  a  defendant  has  entered  into  business  transactions,  or 
become  a  member  of  a  company,  within  a  foreign  country. 
He  is  not  supposed  to  know  all  the  law  of  the  foreign 
country,  simply  because  he  enters  into  commercial  rela« 
tions  with  it ;  nor,  if  he  knows  it,  is  he  therefore  to  be 
regarded  as  having  submitted  to  its  authority.    Similarly 
where  a  private  colonial  statute  authorized  an  unincor- 
porated banking  company  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name 
of  its  chairman,  and  provided  that  execution  upon  any 
judgment  so  obtained  against  the  chairman  might   be 
executed  upon  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  individual 
members,  it  was  held  that  the  individual  members  were 
bound  by  a  judgment  against  the  chairman  obtained  in 
conformity  with  the  statute,  although  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  colonial  Court,  nor  served  with  any  notice, 
summons,  or  process  of  the  action  against  the  chairman  (by 
The  provisions  of  the  local  Act  in  this  case,  being  the 
enactment  by  which  the  Bank  was  constituted,   were 
clearly  regarded,  not  as  part  of  the  general  colonial  law, 
but  as  the  private  regulations  and  constitutions  of  the 
Bank,  to  which  all  the  members  were  assenting  parties ; 
and  the  decision  is  not  an  authority  for  the  proposition 
that  a  person  who  becomes  a  member  of  a  foreign  com- 
pany consents  by  implication   to  be   governed  by  the 
general  foreign  law  during  his  connection  with  it,  though 
no  doubt  his  submission  to  that  law  for  certain  purposes 
is  complete  (e).    So  in  another  case,  the  owner  of  shares 
in  a  French  company,  who  was  bound  by  French  law 
to  elect  a  domicil  at  which  all  notices  of  judicial  pro- 

(a)  Copin  v.  AdatMon^  L.  R.  9  Ex.  345. 

(6)  Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Harding,  9  O.  B.  661 ;  19  L.  J.  C.  P.  345. 

(c)  See  per  Amphlett,  B.,  in  Copin  t.  Adamson,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  345,  355. 
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ceedings  might  be  left  for  him,  complied  with  the  French    Part  iy. 

law  by  electing  a  domicil  in  the  prescribed  forms,  and       ^""' 

these  facts  were  hfeld  without  doubt  to  afford  a  good  O^-  ^- 
answer  to  a  plea  that  the  French  judgment  against  him,  judgmenu. 
on  which  the  action  was  founded,  was  obtained  during  his 
absence  from  France,  and  without  any  notice  to  him  of 
the  proceedings  in  the  French  tribunal  (a).  If,  in  Oopin 
T.  Adamson,  the  defendant  had  shewn  his  knowledge  of 
and  acquiescence  in  the  French  law  by  a  compliance  with 
its  provisions,  it  would  not  have  been  necessary,  in  order 
to  bind  him,  to  have  referred  to  the  statutes  or  articles  of 
association  of  the  company  of  which  he  was  a  member. 

Next,  it  is  now  undisputed  that  a  foreign  judgment  may  Foreign  judg- 
be  avoided  by  shewing  that  it  was  obtained  by  the  fraud  b«^i^p^^ed 
of  the  party  setting  it  up  (6).  It  would  seem  clear  that  ^<>'  ^'^• 
on  principle  the  obligation  which  arises  out  of  a  foreign 
judgment  should  be  regarded  as  vitiated  by  that  which 
with  respect  to  all  other  obligations  prevents  a  plaintiff 
from  profiting  by  or  insisting  on  the  right  which  he  has 
legally  acquired.  The  point  was  recently  distinctly  raised 
before  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Chancery,  and  it  was  put 
beyond  doubt  by  the  judgment  of  Lord  Selborne,  that  the 
rule  of  equity  and  common  law  upon  it  was  the  same. 
"  It  has  been  suggested  that  there  may  be  a  doubt  about 
the  power  of  a  Court  of  law  to  give  full  effect  to  the 
allegations  of  fraud  contained  in  those  portions  of  the  bill 
which  relate  to  the  foreign  judgment.  I  should  be  sorry 
to  think  that  anything  should  fall  from  this  Court  which 
might  give  the  least  colour  to  any  doubt  as  to  the  power 
of  a  Court  of  law  to  take  cognizance  of  fraud  in  obtaining 
foreign  judgments.  ...  I  say,  therefore,  without  hesita- 
tion, that  supposing  the  fraud  to  be  one  provable  here,  it 
could  be  pleaded  at  law,  and  would  be  a  legal  defence  "  (<?). 
If,  indeed,  an  English  judgment  is  examinable  for  fraud, 
it  would  appear  a  fortiori  that  a  foreign  judgment  must 

(a)  VallSe  ▼.  Dwmergue,  4  Ex.  290;  18  L.  J.  Ex.  398. 

(b)  Godard  v.  Gray,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  189,  per  Blackburn,  J.,  at  p.  149. 
(o)  Ochsenbeiu  v.  PapeUer^  L.  R.  8  Ch.  695. 
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Faat  IV.    be  Ba    a  foreign  judgment,  like  all  other  acts  of  judicial 

authority,  must  be  impeachable  from  without ;  although 

0^-^^  it  is  not  permitted  to  shew  that  the  Court  was  mistaken, 
Jndffmmu  it  may  be  shewn  that  it  was  misled.  Fraud  is  an  ex- 
trinsic  collateral  act  which  vitiates  the  most  solemn 
proceedings  of  Oourts  of  Justice.  In  the  words  of  Lord 
Goke,  it  avoids  all  judicial  ads,  ecclesiastical  or  tem- 
poral (a).  These  authorities  are  so  clear  upon  the  pointy 
that  it  is  hardly  necessary  to  recapitulate  other  decisions 
to  the  same  effecti  but  it  may  be  remarked  that  though 
Blackburn,  J.,  speaks  in  &r  less  positive  language  on  the 
question  in  Oodard  v.  Oray  (I),  no  doubt  is  thereby 
thrown  upon  it,  as  the  point  was  not  argued  or  contested 
in  that  case,  and  there  is  abundance  of  authority  to 
vQgg^t  the  principles  laid  down  above  (c)«  The  firaud 
alleged  must  not^  however,  be  aomethiog  which  was  vir- 
tuaUy  before  the  foreign  Court,  and  decided  by  it  (d). 
Foreign  jndg-  Lastly,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  how  far  a  foreign 
ramittaWefor  J^^gP^^^^  w  examinable  on  the  merits.  The  foreign  Court 
error  in  law.  may  have  been  mistaken  in  law,  or  in  fact ;  and  if  mis* 
taken  in  law,  either  in  their  interpretation  of  their  own 
law,  of  English  law,  or  of  the  law  of  some  other  country. 
It  has  been  stated  that  a  foreign  judgment  will  be 
reviewed  here,  if  based  upon  an  erroneous  interpretation 
either  of  private  international  law  (d),  or  of  English 
Iaw  (/) ;  but  the  later  decisions  clearly  shew  that  this  is 
a  misapprehension.  There  can  be  no  difference,  in  the 
words  of  Blackburn,  J^  between  a  mistake  made  by  a 
foreign  Court  as  to  English  law,  and  any  other  mistake, 

(a)  Per  De  Grey,  G.J.,  in  Ducheit  of  KingstotCt  Ckue,  2  Sm.  L.  G.  7th  ed. 
760. 

(5)  L.  B.  6  Q.  R  139, 149. 

(c)  See,  in  addition  to  the  cases  already  cited,  Price  v.  DewhurU,  8  Sim. 
279,  302,  304;  Bank  ofAuMtndasia  t.  Niae,  16  Q.  B.  717,  785 :  GammeU  v. 
Sewdl,  3  H.  &  N.  617,  646;  Castrique  v.  Imrte,  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  414.  433; 
BuUer's  N.  P.  244,  a ;  Story.  Conflict  of  Laws.  §§  608,  607.  608. 

id)  Cattriqw  v.  Bekrene,  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  168;  Westkikek  Priv.  lot  Law, 
§  389,  in/ri,  p.  465. 

(e)  Westlake,  Priv.  Int  Law,  §  388,  citing  Reiniert  t.  Druce^  23  Bear. 
145,  156 ;  Amott  v.  Med/^i,  2  C  A  P.  88 :  Felix,  327,  n. 

(/)  8m.  L.  0.  7th  ed.  ii  448;  Westlake  Priv.  Int.  Law,  §  388,  citing 
NweUi  V.  Boesi,  2  B.  &  Ad.  757. 
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nnles8  it  is  to  be  said  that  a  defence  whioh  is  easily  piO¥ed    Past  rv. 

is  to  be  admitted,  but  that  one  which  would  give  the  Ooart       

much  trouble  to  inyestigate  is  to  be  rejected ;  and  accord^  <^-  ^^ 
ingljy  no  foreign  judgment  can  be  impeached  by  shewing  judgmmu. 
that  it  was  wronglj  arrived  at.  Nor  does  it  make  any 
difference  that  the  error  alleged  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
proceedings  (a).  The  previous  authorities,  which  had  been 
construed  by  some  writers  as  deciding  that  a  foreign  judg« 
mfflit  will  be  invalidated  by  shewing  that  it  was  founded 
upon  a  mistaken  view  of  English  law,  are  coUected  and 
explained  in  the  valuable  judgment  of  Blackburn,  J.,  in 
Casirique  v.  Irrme  (b),  delivering  the  opinion  of  five  of  the 
judges.  After  stating  that  fraud  would  vitiate  any  obliga* 
tion,  even  the  obligation  imposed  by  a  foreign  oontract) 
that  there  was  nothing  equivalent  to  fraud  in  the  case 
before  the  Courts  and  that  all  that  was  required  of  a 
tribunal  that  had  to  decide  on  a  question  of  foreign  law 
was  that  it  receive  md  consider  the  evidence  as  to  the 
foreign  law,  and  hond  fiis  determine  on  that  as  well  as  it 
can,  the  learned  judge  proceeded  as  follows  i-^^  Various  Ca^HqiiA  v. 
cases  were  cited  as  authorities  that  where  a  foreign  Court  ■'^w'^^j^dg- 
has  mistaken  or  misapplied  the  English  law,  the  Courts 
of  this  country  will  not  regard  the  foreign  judgment ;  but 
we  think  they  do  not  bear  out  any  such  general  position. 
One  class  of  cases — such  as  PoOard  v.  Bell  (e).  Bird  v« 
AppUton  {d)^  DagileiBh  v.  Hodgson  (fi),  and  others — proceed 
on  a  principle  not  applicable  to  the  present  case.  A 
judgment  in  an  English  Court  ib  not  conclusive  as  to  any- 
thing but  the  point  decided,  and  therefore  a  judgment  of 
conviction  on  an  indictment  for  forging  a  bill  of  exchange, 
though  conclusive  as  to  the  prisoner  being  a  convicted 
felon,  is  not  only  not  oonclnsive,  but  is  not  even  admis^ 
sible  evidence  of  the  forgery  in  an  action  on  the  bill, 
though,  the  conviction  must  have  proceeded  on  the  ground 
that  the  bill  was  forged.    But  very  early  in  insumnce 

(a)  Godard  v.  Gray,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  151, 152. 

(h)  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  414.  (ff)  8  T.  R.  562. 

(c)  8  T.  R.  4S4.  (p)  7  Ring.  495. 
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Pabt  iy.    oases  a  practice  began  of  tteatiDg  the  judgment  of  a  Prize 
Oourt  condemning  a  vessel  as  being  the  property  of  an 

Cap.  XL  enemy  as  not  only  condnsiTe  evidence  that  the  vessel  was 
Judffm&niB.  Condemned,  which  of  course  it  was,  bnt  also  as  condnsive 
evidence  that  the  vessel  was  not  neutral.  There  are  many 
cases  which  proceed  on  the  principle  that  where  it  can  be 
made  to  appear  that  the  judgment  of  the  Prize  Court  did 
not  proceed  on  the  ground  that  the  vessel  was  an  enemy's 
property,  it  cannot  be  conclusive  evidence  that  it  was  not 
neutral.  In  Lothiom  v.  Eeniersoa  {a\  the  judgment  of  the 
House  of  Lords  was  that  in  a  policy  on  a  ship,  warranted 
neutral,  a  stipulation,  that  a  condemnation  should  not  be 
conclusive  evidence  that  the  vessel  was  not  neutral,  was 
effectual.  Lord  Eldon,  in  delivering  that  judgment, 
expresses  a  strong  opinion  that  the  practice  of  receiving 
the  sentences  of  Prize  Courts  as  conclusive  of  the  colla- 
teral matter  was  originally  a  mistake.  And  he  also 
intimates  an  opinion  that  the  cases  just  alluded  to  were 
attempts  to  graft  a  vicious  exception  on  a  rule  originally 
vicious,  but  now  become  law.  It  is  unnecessary  to  form 
or  express  any  opinion  on  these  cases,  further  than  that 
they  proceed  on  a  principle  that  has  no  bearing  on  the 
present  question. 

'*  Novdli  V.  Bom  (&),  which  was  relied  on,  also  proceeds 
on  a  principle  not  at  all  applicable  to  the  present  casa 
It  is  clear  that  no  judgment  of  a  foreign  Court  can  have 
any  effect  unless  the  subject-matteor  of  the  decision 
(whether  inter  parte$  or  in  rem)  is  within  the  lawful 
control  of  the  State  whose  tribunal  has  pronounced  the 
judgment  In  NoveRi  v.  Bossi,  a  Frenchman  had,  at 
Lyons,  drawn  a  bill  on  an  Englishman  in  London.  The 
defendant  had,  at  Manchester,  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff 
Afterwards  the  defendant  instituted  a  suit  in  France  to 
have  it  declared  that  he  and  all  prior  parties  were  dis- 
charged from  their  obligations  on  the  bill  on  account  of  a 
cancellation  of  the  acceptance  in  London  by  mistake; 
and,  notwithstanding  the  opposition  of  the  plaintiff,  the 

(a)  3  B.  &  p.  499,  at  p.  645.  (6)  2  B.  &  Ad.  757. 
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Frenoh  Court,  on  a  migtaken  yiew  of  the  English  law,    Pabt  iv. 
pronounced  a  judgment  to  that  effect    But  though  the  ^***^^^'™- 
French  tribunals  had  jurisdiction  to  declare  that  no  one     Cap.  xl 
should  sue  on  the  bill  in  their  Courts,  they  had  none  to   jvdgmmit.' 
determine  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  sue  in  an  English       — 
Court  on  an  English  contract    If  they  had  taken  a 
correct  view  of  the  English  law  there  would  have  been  a 
defence,  because  such  was  the  English  law,  not  because 
the  French  Court  had  so  decided.    Being  wrong,  there 
was  no  defence,  not  because  the  French  Court  made  a 
mistake,  but  because  it  had  no  jurisdiction. 

**  The  same  priociple  will,  we  believe^  be  found  to  lie  at 
the  bottom  of  those  cases  in  which  our  Courts  have  refused 
to  enforce  judgments  obtained  in  a  foreign  country  against 
a  person  not  resident  in  that  country,  and  who  had  no 
notice  of  the  suit,  such  as  Bttchanan  v.  BiMker  (a).  It 
may  very  well  be  held  that  the  foreign  country  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  pronounce  judgment  against  a  person 
behind  his  back  who  is  not  subject  to  its  jurisdiction ;  but 
it  is  unnecessary  to  examine  these  cases ;  for  in  the  present 
one  the  ship  concerned  was  clearly  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Empire  of  France ;  and  the  plaintiff  had  notice, 
and  was  heard,  though  unluckily  the  French  Court  made 
a  mistake. 

^'  Simpson  y.  Fogo  (b)  was  also  cited,  but  that  case  pro- 
ceeded on  a  principle  very  different  from  any  applicable 
to  the  present  case.  There  a  creditor  of  Messrs.  K,  the 
owners  of  a  British  ship,  obtained  in  Louisiana  a  judg- 
ment against  them,  under  which  their  interest  in  the 
ship,  and  no  more,  was  sold  under  a  process  exactly 
analogous  to  oni  fieri /aoiM.  There  could  be  no  doubt,  if 
that  had  been  all,  that  the  Bank  of  Liverpool,  which  held 
a  valid  mortgage  on  the  ship,  might  have  taken  possession 
of  it  as  against  the  purchasers  just  as  much  as  against  the 
judgment  debtors,  K.  &  Co.  But  the  bankers  in  Liver- 
pool had  in  Louisiana  intervened  and  endeavoured    to 

(a)  9  East,  192. 

Qj)  29  L.  J.  Gh.  657;  82  L.  J.  Ch.  249;  1  H.  &  H.  195. 


464  FOBEIOK  AND  DOMfiSTIO  LAW. 

pa^pT^.    prerrent  the  sale  of  tlieir  ship,  and  a  judgment  was  pro- 

noonced  against  th^ni)  on  the  ground  that  the  Oourts  in 

^^'^^  Louisiana  wholly  disrogajrded  all  rights  acquired  in  Eng- 
Judgmmiit,  land  on  an  English  ship,  unless  they  were  acquired  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  be  valid  in  Louisiana.  The  oontantion 
before  the  Yice-Ohanoellor  was  that  the  purchaser  of  the 
ship  and  the  bankers  in  Liverpool  were  privjes  to  their 
judgment,  and  that^  therefore,  the  purchaser  was  entitled 
to  use  it  as  an  estoppel  to  preclude  the  bankers  from 
setting  up  in  an  English  Court  their  English  right,  though 
the  judgment  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  English 
right  was  to  be  wholly  disregarded.  The  Yioe-Chancellor 
decided  otherwise.  We  should  be  sorry  to  cast  any  do^bt 
on  a  decision  which  primi  faoie  seems  to  carry  out  justioe 
and  good  sense ;  but  all  that  it  is  necessary  to  say  in  the 
present  case,  and  therefore  all  that  we  do  say,  is  that  no 
such  point  here  arises.  The  judgment  of  the  French 
Court  decreeing  the  sale  of  the  vessel  was  not,  according 
to  the  view  of  the  facts  which  we  take,  a  judgment  that 
only  the  interest  of  C,  if  any,  in  the  ship  should  be  sold, 
but  that  the  particular  ship  itself  should  be  sold.  And 
finding  no  authority  for  saying  that  the  purchaser,  under 
the  decree  of  a  foreign  Court  having  competent  jurisdio- 
tion  to  decree  the  transfer,  is  to  be  responsible  for  any 
mistakes  made  by  that  Court  either  in  law  or  fiiot,  we 
think  we  ought  to  act  on  the  reason  given  in  Eiiffhe$ 
V.  OameliuB  (a)  :  *  We  must  not  set  them  at  large  again* 
for  otherwise  the  merchants  would  be  in  a  pleasant  oondi« 
tion.'  In  truth,  the  plaintiff  asks  an  English  Court  to  sit 
as  a  Court  of  Appeal  from  the  French  Court,  which  is  not 
the  province  of  an  English  Court "  (b). 
Foreign  jQdg-  The  principles  laid  down  in  Oaatriqve  v.  iifim  (e)  have 
in^lawor^'  been  in  no  sense  questioned,  but  in  a  more  recent  judg- 
Court  pro-  mcut  the  Comm(m  Pleas  Division  have  held  that  there  is 
nounoing  i      ^^^  ^^^^^  where  an  error  in  law  committed  by  a  foreign 

(a)  2  Show.  232 ;  2  8m.  L.  C.  830. 

(b)  Caarique  v.  Imrie,  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  (1870)  434-437. 
(0)  L.  B.  4  U.  L.  484. 
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Court  may  be  corrected*    The  case  referred  to  is  where    P^bt  iv. 

lx>th  parties  admit  that  the  foreign  Court  has  wrongly       !''"'' 

interpreted  its  own  law  (a)«  Where  saoh  an  admission  is  Cap.  XL 
made,  either  on  the  pleadings,  special  oase^  or  otherwise,  Judgm0tU9. 
the  Oommon  Pleas  Diyision  held  that  there  wae  no  rule 
of  comity  and  no  principle  on  which  they  were  called  upon 
to  giye  effect  to  the  foreign  judgment ;  though  strangely 
enough,  Archibald,  J.,  in  deliyering  the  decision  referred 
to,  expressed  a  doubt  whether  Ocutrique  y.  Ifnrie  would 
not  have  compelled  the  Court  to  give  effect  to  the  foreign 
decree,  if  the  mistake  admitted  had  been  a  mistake  in  the 
law,  not  of  the  country  to  which  the  foreign  tribunal 
belonged,  but  of  a  third  distinct  jurisdiction  (&).  The 
correctness  of  Meyer  ▼•  BaUi  can  only  rest  upon  the  excep- 
tional droumstance  that  the  error  of  the  foreign  Court 
was  admitted  npon  the  special  case  before  the  Common 
Fleas  Division  (o)«  The  grounds  and  correctness  of  the 
foreign  judgment  were  therefore  not  examined,  nor  is  the 
case  an  authority  for  the  proposition  that  they  are  examin- 
able. It  may  be  added  that  the  French  judgment  im* 
peached  appears  to  have  had  the  additional  defect  of 
having  been  founded  on  proceedings  commenced  without 
any  actual  summons  served  or  notice  in  fact  given  to  the 
defendants;  nor  does  it  clearly  appear  how  tax  service  of 
the  summons  at  the  bar  of  the  Procureur  Imperial  was  so 
warranted  by  the  position  of  the  parties  as  to  amount  to 
constructive  notice  (d). 

It  may,  therefore,  be  assumed  from  the  enundation  of 
the  law  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Oastrique  v.  Imrie  (e),  that 
the  judgment  of  a  foreign  Court,  if  final  (/),  is  examin- 
able for  no  error  or  mistake,  except  a  mistake  by  which  it 
gave  itself  jurisdiction,  although  by  the  principles  of 

(a)  Meyer  t.  BdUi,  L.  B.  1  C.  P.  D.  358. 

(6)  Ibid.  pp.  370.  871. 

(o)  8coU  T.  PUMnglon,  2  B.  ft  8.  11, 41 ;  Bank  of  Auitrdlaeia  r.  NioM, 
16  Q.  B.  717;  Bieardo  v.  Qareiae,  12  CL  &  F.  368;  Caeiri^ue  ▼.  Imrie, 
L.  B.  4  H.  L.  434. 

(d)  Infrhf  p.  458.  (e)  Ante,  p.  451. 

(/)  Frayeev,  Womu,  10  0.  B.  N.S.  149;  Plummer  v.  Woodbume,^  B.  ft 
0.625. 
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Fi^iv.    private  intematioiial  law,  it  woald  have  had  none.    The 

earlier  dida  (a)  to  the  effect  that  a  foreign  judgment  will 

Cap.  XL     be  reviewed  for  any  error  in  private  international  law,  or 


JudgmenU  for  any  violation  of  natural  justice,  would  seem,  upon 
ForeignTadR.  ^^^^^^i^&tion  of  the  authorities,  strictly  i^plicable  only  to 
meni— inoon-  this  point.  An  error  in  jurisdiction  is  the  only  error 
luitand^  which  a  foreign  Court  is  allowed  to  detect  and  set  right  (b). 
Justice.  ^e  strongest  modem  decisions  in  favour  of  the  theory 

that  no  foreign  judgment  manifestly  opposed  to  natural 
justice  is  to  be  enforced  by  an  English  Court,  are  all  of 
earlier  date  than  Ooitrique  v.  Imriej  and  must  be  taken 
subject  to  the  principles  followed  in  that  case.  The 
condition,  indeed,  on  which  a  foreign  judgment  shall  be 
accepted  here,  as  stated  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Buchanan 
V.  Bueker  (a),  namely,  that  it  should  appear  on  the  face  of 
it  consistent  with  reason  and  justice,  is  said  by  Black- 
bum,  J.,  in  SchihAy  v.  WeMtenkoh^  to  be  mere  declamation. 
It  may  be  remarked,  however,  that  in  the  case  of  Liverpaal 
Marine  Oredit  Ccmypany  v.  HwUer  ((2),  which  was  not 
referred  to  or  cited  in  (Jadrique  v.  Jmm,  it  was  intimated 
by  Lord  Chelmsford  that  when  there  had  been  a  **  total 
disregard  of  the  comity  of  nations,''  an  English  Court 
would  be  justified  in  disregarding  a  judgment  **  so  fraught 
with  injustice";  and  similar  expressions  were  used  by 
Lord  Hatherley  in  the  same  case  in  the  Court  of  first 
instance :  ^  If  in  examining  a  judgment,  as  we  are  at 
liberty  to  do,  we  find  on  the  face  of  it  that  a  course  of 
procedure  has  been  adopted  which  is  inconsistent  with 
natural  justice,  then  this  Court  will  not  give  effect  to  the 
decisions  and  to  the  authority  which  it  would  otherwise 
be  perfectly  willing  to  recognise.''  This  is  no  doubt  strong 

(a)  Sm.  L.  0.  ii.  448 ;  Westlake,  §  888. 

(&)  The  fact,  however,  that  a  foreign  judgment  has  been  obtained  without 
due  notice  to  the  defendant  ifl  equivalent  to  a  wrongful  assumption  of  juris- 
diction. See  the  observations  of  Blackburn,  J.,  upon  Buchanan  v.  Rudcer^ 
in  Cadrique  v.  Imrie,  anU,  p.  453 ;  Ferguson  v.  Mohan,  11  A.  &  E.  179  ; 
ReynoLdt  v.  Fentan^  3  C.  B.  187;  Copin  v.  AdavMon^  L.  B.  9  Ex.  345; 
Schibsby  v.  Wesienhoh,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  155,  ante,  p.  459. 

(o)  Buchanan  v.  Rucker,  I  Camp.  63;  S.C.  9  East,  192;  Sehibsby  v. 
WestenhoU,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  155,  160. 

(d)  L.  B.  3  Ch.  479,  484  ;  aO.  L.  B.  4  Eq.  62. 
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language,  bat  the  very  next  paragraph  shews  what  was    Part  iv. 
in  Lord  Hatherley's  mind,  and  that  his  view  can  really  be     *<^^^*"- 
reconciled  with  tibie  theory  of  foreign  judgments  already     O^-^l- 
deduced  from  Casiriqtie  y.  Imrie.  ^  It  somettmes  happens,    JudqmmiJtt. 
for  instance,  that  foreign  Courts  proceed  to  judgment  in 
the  absence  of  the  party  against  whom  proceedings  are 
taken,  or  after  inadequate  notice  of  trial "  (a).   It  is  plain 
that  this  could  only  have  been  said  in  contemplation  of 
such  cases  as  Bwihanan  v.  Bmker  (b),  as  to  which  it  was 
expressly  said  in  Oashique  y.  Imrie  that  the  judgment  of 
a  foreign  Ciourt  could  be  reviewed,  not  because  it  had  made 
a  mistake  in  law,  but  because  it  had  acted  without  juris- 
diction (o).  It  may  be  added  in  conclusion  on  this  part  of 
the  subject,  that  although  it  is  necessary  that  the  foreign 
Court  should  have  had  jurisdiction,  it  is  not  necessary,  in 
suing  on  a  foreign  judgment,  to  allege  that  this  requisite 
has  been  complied  with  (d). 

Closely  akin  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  with  regard  Notice  to  the 
to  which  it  has  thus  been  shewn  diat  a  foreign  judgment  ^^^®^<^^ 
has  been  declared  by  a  consensm  of  authorities  to  be  exam- 
inable, is  that  of  notice  to  the  defendant.  The  fact  that  no 
notice,  or  no  sufficient  notice,  was  given  to  the  defendant 
of  the  proceedings  on  which  the  judgment  was  founded, 
may  be  an  incident,  of  course,  of  the  want  of  jurisdiction 
referred  to,  or  an  element  of  fraud — the  presence  of  fraud 
being,  as  has  been  stated,  sufficient  of  itself  to  deprive  a 
judgment  so  obtained  of  all  validity.  Thus,  if  a  defendant 
is  not  resident  in  nor  a  subject  of  a  foreign  country,  nor 
present  within  its  territorial  limits,  and  has  no  notice  of 
an  action  brought  against  him  in  its  tribunals,  it  is  plain 
that  the  absence  of  notice  is  merged,  so  to  speak,  in  the 
absence  of  jurisdiction,  which  would  be  amply  sufficient  to 

(a)  Liverpool  Marine  Credit  Co,  v.  HufUer,  L.  R  4  Eq.  62,  68. 
(&)  9  East,  192 ;  ante,  p.  453. 

(c)  On  this  snbiect  cf.  also  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
CammeU  y.  Sewellj  5  H.  &  N.  728;  other  cases  in  point  are  Cavan  t. 


Stewart,  1  Stark.  525 ;  ObicirU  T.  Bligh,  8  Bing.  835 ;  Frankland  y.  If*  Onety, 
1  Knapp,  274 ;  Banng  ▼.  Clagett,  3  B.  ft  B.  215 ;  PoOard  t.  Bell,  8  T.  B. 
444;  BoUon  ▼.  Gladstone,  2  Taunt.  85;  Pricey,  Dewhurst,  8  Sim.  279; 


Paul  V.  Boy,  15  Beav.  440. 

(d)  Roberttan  v.  Struth,  5  Q.  B.  941 ;  Barber  v.  Lamb,  8  G.  B.  N.8.  95. 
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inTalidate  the  jadgment,  even  if  notice  was  in  tact  given. 
But  if  a  defendant  is  snbjeot  to  the  foreign  jarisdictiony 
either  by  domicil  or  snbmission,  and  according  to  the  older 
opinions^  even  by  nationality,  he  is  of  coarse  sabject  to  its 
laws;  and  though  he  has  no  aetual  notice  of  an  action 
commenced  against  him  in  its  tribunals,  and  may  not  have 
been  served  with  any  writ  or  process,  he  may  have  had 
comtrudim  notice  which  will  satisfy  those  laws,  and  be 
accepted  by  foreign  tribunals  as  sufficient  If  those  laws, 
for  instance,  provide  that  notice  may  be  effected  on  an 
absent  defendant  by  nailing  a  copy  of  the  dedaiation  on 
the  Court-house  door  (a),  or  by  service  at  the  office  of  a 
public  officer  (&),  or  by  any  other  notice  in  law  which 
cannot  be  said  to  be  notice  in  fact,  those  who  are  properly 
subject  to  those  laws  will  be  bound  by  them,  and  no  other ; 
for,  as  Lord  Ellenborough  said  in  Buohanim  v.  Buek^, 
they  can  never  be  intended  for  or  applied  to  persona  who, 
for  aught  that  appears,  were  never  present  within  or  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction.  This  subjection  or  submission  to  the 
jurisdiction,  as  has  been  already  implied,  does  not  depoid 
solely  upon  the  domicil  or  residence  of  the  defendant,  but 
may  be  inferred  from  his  acts,  where  they  shew  an  inten- 
tion to  submit,  for  the  purposes  of  a  particular  transaction, 
to  the  foreign  law  and  the  methods  of  service  which  it 
adopts.  Such  a  submission  has  been  implied  where  a 
person  has  joined  a  foreign  company,  the  statutes  or  articles 
of  association  of  which  contained  special  provisions  autho- 
rizing constructive  notice  of  process  or  acl^on  by  some- 
thing which  would  not  or  might  not  be  notice  in  iaet  (e) : 
but  it  appears  not  to  be  sufficient  that  the  law  of  the 
country  to  which  the  foreign  company  belongs  should  C(H1- 
tain  such  provisions,  if  the  rules  or  articles  of  the  company 
itself  do  not  repeat  or  adopt  them  (d).    So,  the  acceptor 

(a)  Buchaitan  ▼.  Bueker,  1  Eait,  192. 

(5)  8chib9by  v.  WestenhdU,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  155. 

(o)  Copin  ▼.  Adammm,  L.  B.  9  Ex.  845 ;  Bank  o/  Atutrahuia  ▼.  Hairding, 
9  C.  B.  661 ;  19  L.  J.  G.  P.  345 ;  VdlUe  v.  Ihimerque,  4  Ex.  290;  28  L.  Jf. 
JBz.  39& 

(d)  Per  AmpUett  and  Pigott,  BB.  (KeUy,  G.B..  diaaaUiettU),  in  Copkt  y. 
AaamtofL 


FOBEIOH  JUBOMBirrS.  459 

in  a  foreign  ooimtry  of  a  bill  drawn  and  payable  tbore^    Pabt  iv. 
thongh  not  subjeot  to  the  jnrisdidion  by  domioil,  nation-  ^^^^^^^ 
ality,  or  residence,  was  held  to  have  submitted  himself  to     0^-  ^^ 
it  in  an  action  on  the  bill  itself,  so  as  to  be  bound  by    jud^menu. 
a  judgment  obtained  in  the  foreign  tribunal  without  actual      .  ttt 
notioe  or  service  to  the  defendant,  but  in  compliance  with  and  notice  to 
the  requirements  of  the  foreign  law  as  to  service  and^^^^^^^^^ 
notice  (a).    In  the  more  recent  case  of  BohibAy  v.  Werimt* 
hoiz  (6),  which  has  been  already  referred  to,  a  foreign 
judgment  was  held  invalid  on  the  ground  that  the  defen- 
dants were  not  subjeot  to  the  jurisdiction  by  residence, 
transient  presence,  or  any  other  reason,  and  that  there 
therefore  existed  nothing  which  imposed  upon  them  any 
duty  to  obey  the  obligaticoi  which  the  judgment  created. 
In  that  case,  though  no  personal  service  of  process  or 
summons  had  been  effected  on  the  defendants,  notice  had 
been  in  fact  received  by  the  defendants  through  the 
French  consul  in  the  country  where  the  defendant  resided, 
service  having  been  effected  in  accordance  with  the  French 
law  at  the  ofKce  of  the  Procureur  Imperial.    The  defen- 
dants had,  therefore,  notice  of  process  in  the  eye  of  the 
foreign  law,  and  notice  in  £BU3t ;  but  they  were  not  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction,  and  therefore  the  question  of  notice 
became  immaterial,  as  there  was  no  foundation  for  the 
action  at  all.    In  Reynolds  v.  Fenbm  (0),  a  plea  alleging 
that  the  defendant  had  received  no  formal  notice,  by 
service  of  process  or  otherwise,  of  the  action^  was  held 
bad ;  but  in  that  case  it  was  not  alleged  that  the  defen- 
dant was  not  subject,  by  domicil  or  otherwise,  to  the  juris- 
diction, or  even  that  he  had  not  in  fact  knowledge  and 
notice  of  the  proceedings.     The  (J^^a,  therefore,  to  be 
found  in  the  course  of  the  argument  to  the  effect  that  the 
question  for  the  Court  was  whether  the  judgment  was 
obtained  contrary  to  natural  justice,  and  that  this  was  not 
shewn  by  the  plea,  are  sufSciently  justified  by  the  meagre* 

(a)  Mew  V.  TheUnssm,  8  Ex.  688. 

(6)  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  155;  Oodard  v.  Gray,  tb,  p.  188. 

(c)  3  0.  B.  187. 
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0688  of  it8  allegations.  It  is  true  that  in  Ferguson  y. 
Mahon  (a),  decided  before  the  case  last  cited,  a  similar 
plea  was  held  good,  the  judgment  sued  on  being  an  Irish 
one,  but  there  the  question  of  jurisdiction  by  general 
subjection  does  not  appear  to  have  been  disputed  or  sug- 
gested to  the  Court,  the  sole  point  being  whether  the  Irish 
proceedings  were  regular.  Lord  Denman  said  that  the 
question  was  whether  the  judgment  passed  under  such 
circumstances  as  to  shew  that  the  Court  had  properly 
jurisdiction  over  the  party ;  and  when  it  appeared  that 
the  defendant  had  never  received  notice  of  the  proceeding, 
or  been  before  the  Court,  it  was  impossible  to  allow  the 
judgment  to  be  made  the  foundation  of  an  action  in  Eng- 
land.  It  will  be  observed  that  in  this  case  the  plea  was 
construed  as  amounting  to  an  allegation  that  the  defen- 
dant had  neither  received  notice  in  fact  of  the  proceedings, 
nor  constructive  notice  according  to  the  regulations  of  a 
law  to  which  he  was  properly  subject,  and  the  decision 
must  not  be  viewed  as  any  authority  for  supposing  that 
knowledge  or  notice  in  &Gt  are  absolutely  necessary,  if 
the  defendant  is  subject  or  has  submitted  himself  to  the 
local  law,  and  that  local  law  provides  a  substitute  or  equiva- 
lent for  such  knowledge  or  notice.  This  subjection  isj,  in 
fact,  the  test  of  jurisdiction  in  the  eye  of  the  English  law ; 
which,  as  pointed  out  by  Westlake  (b),  recognises  the 
competence  of  the  forum  rei,  certainly  by  domicil  or  resi- 
dence, if  not  by  allegiance  also  (0). 

It  has  thus  been  seen  that  error  in  law,  whether 
domestic,  foreign,  or  international,  is  not  in  itself  a  ground 
on  which  a  judgment  can  be  reviewed  in  a  foreign  court, 
unless  such  error  involve  an  assumption  of  jurisdiction  in 
violation  of  ordinary  international  principles,  or  the  Court 
pronouncing  the  judgment  has  proceeded  without  due 
notice  against  a  party  who  is  neither  bound  nor  has  con- 

(a)  11  A.  &  £.  179.  See  also  Cotoan  v.  Braidwood^  1  M.  &  6.  882 ; 
2  Bcott,  N.  B.  138;  Vougku  ▼.  Forrest,  4  Bing.  686;  Smith  v.  NieoOst 
5  N.  C.  208;  7  Scott,  147 ;  Guimteu  t.  CarroU,  1  B.  &  Ad.  459. 

(b)  Priv.  Int  Law,  §  380. 

(c)  DougUu  V.  Forrest,  4  Biug.  686,  703. 
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sented  to  accept  any  substitate  for  notice  in  fact  whicli  the    Past  iv. 

Court  may  have  deemed  sufficient   So  fiEkr  as  these  require-       

ments  are  based  upon  natural  justice,  the  dicta  that  a  Q^-^^ 
foreign  judgment  contrary  to  natural  justice  cannot  be  judgmeiUB. 
recognised  may  be  supported,  but  there  seems  no  ground  jjjj^p'^^^^^ 
for  extending  them  further.  Error  in  law  having  thus 
been  disposed  of,  error  in  fact,  as  a  ground  for  impeaching 
a  foreign  judgment,  must  next  be  considered ;  and  as  to 
this  it  may  be  said  shortly  that  a  foreign  judgment,  both 
in  respect  of  the  issues  of  fact  found  and  the  grounds  on 
which  the  findings  were  arrived  at,  is  now  admitted  to  be 
conclusiTe  (a).  On  this  point,  however,  there  has  long 
been  a  conflict  of  opinion,  and  the  question  has  in  £Bict 
been  so  involved  with  the  alleged  right  to  examine  foreign 
judgments  on  other  grounds,  which  has  just  been  discussed, 
that  it  is  not  easy  to  distinguish  the  decisions  strictly 
applicable  to  it.  The  authorities  in  opposition  to  the 
now  accepted  opinion,  that  a  foreign  judgment  is  conclu- 
sive as  to  the  facts  on  which  it  pronounces,  will  first  be 
recapitulated. 

It  was  stated  by  Eyre,  O.J.,  in  Phillips  v.  HwUer  (t),  Foreign  judg- 
that  a  foreign  judgment,  though  it  cannot  be  examined  ^^uT 
under  ordinary  circumstances  by  an  English  Court,  yet  it 
is  so  examinable  when  the  party  who  claims  the  benefit  of 
it  applies  to  an  English  Court  to  enforce  it;  and  that 
under  such  circumstances  it  is  treated  as  matter  in  pats, 
as  consideration  prima  facie  sufficient  to  raise  a  promise. 
It  may  be  pointed  out  at  once,  however,  that  this  distinc- 
tion has  received  no  modem  recognition,  and  that  the 
theory  of  a  foreign  judgment  being  merely  primd  facie 
evidence  of  a  promise  supported  by  consideration,  is  now 
exploded.  '^It  is  difficult  to  understand,^'  says  Black- 
bum,  J.,  ''how  the  common  course  of  pleading  is  con- 
sistent vdth  any  notion  that  the  judgment  was  only 
evidence.  If  that  were  so,  every  count  on  a  foreign  judg- 
ment must  be  demurrable  on  that  ground.    The  mode  of 

(a)  Godard  t.  (?my,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  189, 149,  and  infrh, 

(b)  2  H.  Bl.  410. 
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Past  IV.  pleading  shews  that  the  judgment  was  considered,  not  aa 

^■^^'"■"  merely  primi  facte  evidence  cf  that  canse  of  actkm  for 

Gap.  XL  which  the  judgment  was  given,  but  as  in  itself  giving  rise, 


Judgments,  ^^  ^^^  prima  facie,  to  a  l^al  obligation  to  obey  that 
—  judgment  and  pay  the  sum  adjodged.  This  may  seem  a 
technical  mode  of  dealing  with  the  question,  bnt  in  truth 
it  goes  to  the  root  of  the  matter.  For  if  the  judgment 
were  merely  considered  as  evidenoe  of  the  original  oause 
of  action,  it  must  be  open  to  meet  it  by  any  counter 
evidenoe  negativmg  the  existence  of  that  original  cause  of 
action  "  (a). 

In  Houldiieh  v.  Dcnegal  (i),  vrfiich  is  perhaps  the 
strongest  authority  in  fiftTour  of  the  liability  of  foreign 
judgments  to  review,  Lord  Brougham  expressed  his  opinion 
in  very  plain  terms  that  a  foreign  judgment  may  be  given 
in  evidence,  and  made  the  subject  of  proceedii^  in  another 
court  or  country,  but  that  ^it  may  be  met  by  contrary 
evidence,  and  the  subject-matter  of  the  judgment  is 
liaUe  to  be  inquired  into  •  .  •  In  my  judgment  it  has 
always  hitherto  been  recognised  in  Westminster  HaQ  that 
the  judgments  of  foreign  Courts  are  traversable,  may  be 
averred  against,  and  are  only  prima  facie  evidence  in 
actions  to  support  which  they  ave  given  in  evidence  "  {c). 
The  language  of  the  same  learned  judge  in  D&n  v. 
Lippmaofh  (d)  is  in  effect  to  the  same  purpose,  inasmuch  as 
he  there  cites  authorities  to  shew  that  English  Courts 
regard  a  foreign  judgment  only  aa  prima  facie  evidenoe  of 
a  debt;  and  in  Hoviditch  v.  Donegal  other  authorities 
were  referred  to,  shewing  that  the  opinions  of  Lord  Mans* 
field,  BuUer  and  Bayley,  JJ.  (0),  coinoided  with  the  view 
he  then  took  of  the  subject.  In  QaJbraUh  v.  Neville  a 
resolution  of  the  House  of  Lords  was  cited,  which  declared 

(a)  Godard  v.  Oray,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  139, 149. 

(b)  8  Bligh,  N.  B.  301. 

(c)  8  Bligh,  N.  B.  pp.  346,  340.  This  judgment  is  cited,  thongh  it  muat 
be  legftrded  ad  overruled,  in  consequence  of  a  minppreheDsion  with  le^pect 
to  it  in  Weiitlike,  §  S85.  The  language  quoted  cannot  oertainly  be 
regarded  as  "  doubtflal." 

(d)  5  CI.  &  F.  1,  20,  21,  citing  Fraser  v.  Sindair,  Morr.  4543. 

(c)  Walker  v.  WitUr,  1  Doufri.  1 ;  GafbmHh  v.  KevOU,  I  Dougl.  5 ; 
TarleUm  v.  Tarleton,  4  M.  &  S.  20. 
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that  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Jamaica  ought    Pabt  iy. 
to  be  received  as  evidence,  prima  facioy  of  ihe  debt  for     »<>^^*»- 
which  it  had  been  given,  and  that  it  lay  upon  the  defen*-     Cap,  ix. 
dant  to  impeach  the  justice  thereof,  or  to  shew  the  same    jttdgmanu, 
to  have  been  irregularly  or  unduly  obtained  (a).    Thi$ 
dietwn  waa  expreasly  followed  by  Beat,  G.  J.,  in  AmoU  v. 
Bed/em,  but,  as  is  pointed  out  in  the  note  to  the  Dudheis 
of  Eingslan^s  Case,  by  the  authors  of  Smith's  Leading 
Cases,  it  was  only  adopted  to  the  extent  of  admitting  a 
foreign  judgment  as  at  all  events  prima  faaie  evidence  (b). 
The  point  there  was  not  whether  a  foreign  judgment  could 
be  contradicted  on  a  question  of  fact,  but  whether^  if  un* 
contradicted,  it  was  sufficient  to  establish  a  cause  oi  action. 

The  foregoing  are  the  jMincipal  authorities  to  be  found  for  Foreign  jndg- 
the  theory,  now  undoubtedly  exploded,  that  foreign  judg**  ^^^^^'^' 
ments,  properly  obtained,  are  prima  facie  evidence  only  of  to  facts. 
the  facts  to  which  they  relate.  There  are,  on  the  other 
hand,  abundemt  contemporaneous  dicta  in  favour  of  regard* 
ing  them  as  conclusive,  which  recent  authorities  render  it 
unnecessary  to  examine  in  detail  (c).  In  1845  it  was 
stated  by  Lord  Campbell  in  the  House  of  Lords  that  at 
common  law,  foreign  judgments,  between  the  same  parties 
and  on  the  same  matters,  were  evidence  only,  but  that 
they  bad  been  held  to  be  conclusive  in  a  Chancery  case 
by  Yice-'Chancellor  Shadwell  (d).  The  cause  then  before 
the  House  of  Lords  was  an  appeal  from  the  same  judge, 
but  Lord  Campbell  in  his  judgment  drew  no  distinction 
between  common  law  and  equity  on  this  question.  "  A 
foreign  judgment,"  he  says,  '^may  be  pleaded  as  res 
judicata,  because  the  foreign  tribunal  has  clearly  jarisdic- 

(a)  H.  L.  4th  March.  1871,  cited  in  the  Ihichm  gf  Kifi^^Um'%  Com, 
11  Harg.  St.  Tr.  122  ;  see  also  per  Lord  Mansfield  in  Jtfoses  v.  Mae/arlanef 
2  Burr.  1005l 

(b)  Sm.  L.  0.  ii.  822  (7th  ed.) 

(e)  Boucher  y.  Latoson,  On.  temv,  Hardwioke,  89;  Kennedy  t.  Caasilu, 

2  Swanst.  326,  n. ;  Oalbrailh  y.  NevUUt  1  Dougl.  5  (per  Lord  Eenyon) ; 
TarleUm  y.  TarleUm^  4  M.  &  S.  21  (jper  Lord  KJleohoroogh);  Mcuiin  y. 
NwAU,  3  Sim.  458 ;  Smiih  y.  NiccU$,  5  Bing.  N.  0.  221 ;  Ferguson  y. 
B£ah<m,  11  A.  ft  E.  179. 

(d)  Ricardo  v.  GarciM,  12  0^  &  F.  368.  384,  401 ;  MaHin  v.  A'tooZ/*, 

3  Sim.  458. 
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Past  iy.    tion  over  the  matter ;  and  both  parties  having  been  regn- 
PaooippBa.  j^j,jy  jjjiQugiij;  before  the  foreign  tribana!,  and  that  tribnnal 

Cap.  XL  having  adjudged  between  them,  I  think  that  such  a  judg- 
Judgm6ni9.  ^®^t  would  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  in  this  country 
for  the  same  cause/'  In  this  judgment  a  sounder  distinc- 
tion than  that  between  equity  and  common  law  is  in  fact 
indicated.  There  is  an  important  difference  between  the 
position  of  a  plaintiff  who  seeks  by  action  to  enforce  a 
judgment  which  he  has  obtained  from  a  foreign  tribunal, 
and  that  of  a  defendant  who  claims  the  protection  here  of 
a  foreign  judgment  already  given  in  his  favour.  In  the 
latter  case,  as  Story  points  out,  the  party  who  has  been 
defeated  abroad,  after  a  fair  hearing  by  a  competent  Court, 
has  no  right  to  institute  a  new  suit  elsewhere,  and  thus  to 
bring  the  matter  again  into  controversy.  The  other  party 
is  not  to  lose  the  protection  which  the  foreign  judgment 
gave  him  (a).  Accordingly  it  was  held,  in  more  thui  one 
case,  even  by  those  who  most  strenuously  urged  the  lia- 
bility  of  foreign  judgments  to  review  when  a  plaintiff 
sought  to  enforce  them  here,  that  they  were  absolutely 
conclusive,  as  to  the  facts  involved  in  them  and  the 
grounds  on  which  they  rested,  when  pleaded  in  bar  (6). 
The  state  of  the  law  with  reference  to  this  distinction  was 
clearly  expressed  by  Lord  Bomilly  in  1857:  ''In  the 
numerous  authorities  that  bear  on  this  subject,  a  distinc- 
tion is  also  taken  between  the  cases  where  the  foreign 
judgment  is  brought  before  the  cognizance  of  an  English 
Court  upon  an  application  by  the  successful  party  to 
enforce  and  obtain  the  fruits  of  it  against  the  defendant, 
.  and  those  cases  where  the  defendant  here  sets  up  the 
foreign  judgment,  as  a  bar  to  the  proceedings  instituted 
by  the  person  who  has  failed  against  the  same  defendant, 
with  reference  to  the  same  subject-matter.  In  Phillips  v. 
Hunter,  Eyre,  G.  J.,  considered  that  distinction  to  rest  upon 

(a)  Stoiy,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  598. 

(6)  Burr(njD8  v.  Jemino,  2  Str.  7S3,  cited  Gas.  temp,  Hardwicke,  87; 
Boucher  v.  Latoson,  Gas.  temp.  Hardwicke,  80;  Tarleton  v.  TarleUm,  4  M. 
ft  S.  20 :  and  see  especially  per  Eyre,  O.J.,  in  PhiUips  v.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl. 
402,  410. 
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this  principle :  that  as,  in  the  former  case^  the  judgment  Pabt  iv. 

is  submitted  voluntarily  to  the  Court,  the  question  arises,  ^■^^'^""• 
whether  it  is  sufficient  as  a  consideration  to  raise  a  pro-     ^^-  ^^• 


mise,  and  that  thereupon  it  must  be  examined  as  all  other  judgmeru$, 
considerations  for  promises  are  examined,  and  that  evi- 
denoe  of  the  foreign  law  is  admissible  to  shew  that  the 
judgment  was  or  was  not  warranted ;  but  that  it  is  other- 
wise in  the  case  of  a  defence ;  that  the  party  liying  abroad 
is  not  entitled  to  sue  the  successful  defendant  again  in 
another  country,  for  the  same  subject-matter,  but  that  the 
protection  of  a  foreign  judgment  is  complete  everywhere, 
as  well  as  in  the  place  where  it  was  pronounced.  This 
distinction  has  certainly  not  been  carried  out  to  the  extent 
laid  down  by  Eyre,  G.J. ;  still  it  is  a  distinction  which  has 
so  much  authority  to  support  it,  that  it  must  be  regarded, 
at  least  to  some  extent,  in  considering  the  value  of  a 
foreign  judgment  here  "  (a). 

So  far  as  regards  the  liability  of  a  foreign  judgment  for 
review  on  the  facts,  it  has  been  already  intimated  that 
this  distinction  need  no  longer  be  regarded.  In  Henderson 
V.  Henderson  (b),  it  was  clearly  laid  down  by  Lord  Denman 
that  the  principle  of  English  law  which  assumed  the  judg- 
ment of  a  foreign  Court  to  be  in  accordance  with  justice, 
*^  steered  clear  of  an  inquiry  into  the  merits  of  the  case 
upon  the  facts  found ;  for  whatever  constituted  a  defence 
in  that  court  ought  to  have  been  pleaded  there."  Judg- 
ment was  accordingly  given  for  the  plaintiff,  who  was 
suing  on  a  judgment  obtained  in  Newfoundland,  and  had 
demurred  to  the  defendant's  pleas  alleging  that  the  case 
there  had  been  wrongly  decided  upon  the  facts.  So  in 
1854,  in  Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Nias  (o),  which  was  an 
action  brought  to  enforce  a  colonial  judgment,  the  defen- 
dant pleaded  certain  pleas  denying  the  promises  upon 
which  the  original  action  was  brought,  emd  also  alleging 
that  these  promises  were  obtained  by  the  firaud  and  covin 

(a)  Betmen  v.  Druee,  28  Beav.  149, 150,  per  Lord  Bomilly,  M.B. 
(6)  6  Q.  B.  288,  298  (1844). 

(e)  16  Q.  B.  717,  736 ;  and  soe  Banh  of  Auitrdlatta  ▼  Harding,  9  0.  B. 
661. 

2    H 
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Pabt  iv.  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  was  held  by  Lord  Campbell,  delivering 
Boo^uiuB.  ^^  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  that  these  pleas  were 
Cap.  XI.  bad,  and  that  the  facts  alleged  by  them  were  not  to  be 
Judgment,  re-tried  in  an  English  Court.  *^  The  plec^  demurred  to," 
said  the  Chief  Justice, "  must  now  be  taken  to  have  been  in 
due  manner  decided  against  the  defendant.  ...  It  seems 
contrary  to  principle  and  expediency  for  the  same  questions 
to  be  again  submitted  to  a  jury  in  this  country."  Nor  is 
the  fact  that  the  judgment  on  which  the  action  was  brought 
was  a  colonial  judgment,  subject  to  review  by  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  of  any  importance  with 
regard  to  the  decision  on  this  point.  It  is  suggested  by 
the  judgment  that  there  are  even  greater  di£Sculties  in 
the  way  of  impeaching  the  competence  or  integrity  of  a 
colonial  Court  than  of  a  foreign  one  from  which  no  appeal 
lay  to  a  British  Court;  but  this  refers  rather  to  cases 
where  want  of  jurisdiction  or  fraud  is  imputed,  and  not  to 
those  where  it  is  sought  to  re-try  a  question  of  fact  already 
settled  by  a  foreign  tribunal ;  nor  has  any  such  distinction 
as  that  suggested  between  a  judgment  obtained  in  a  British 
colony,  and  a  foreign  judgment  proper,  been  recognised  in 
modern  case& 

On  the  authorities  above  cited,  the  question  whether  a 
foreign  judgment  can  be  impeached  as  erroneous  upon  the 
merits  came  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  1861,  the 
plaintiff,  as  in  most  of  the  cases,  bringing  his  action  on 
the  judgment  which  it  was  sought  to  review,  but  it  was 
held  that  the  question  was  no  longer  open  (a).  It  was 
suggested  by  Martin,  B.,  in  that  case  that,  though  the 
Courts  of  first  instance  were  concluded  by  the  authorities, 
the  point  might  possibly  be  reconsidered  in  a  court  of 
error,  but  that  course  was  not  adopted ;  and  in  Oodard  v. 
Oray  (b)  the  present  law  on  the  subject  was  laid  down  by 
Blackburn,  J.,  in  even  less  equivocal  terms.  *'  The  deci- 
sions seem  to  us  to  leave  it  no  longer  open  to  contend, 
unless  in  a  court  of  error,  that  a  foreign  judgment  can  be 

(a)  De  Coue  Brismo  ▼.  RaMone,  6 IL  &  N.  901 ;  30  L.  J.  Ex.  23S. 
(&)  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  139, 150. 
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impeached  on  the  ground  that  it  was  erroneous  on  the    Pabt  iy. 
merits,  or  to  set  up  as  a  defence  to  an  action  on  it,  that  ^*"^^°°^^^ 
the  tribunal  mistook  either  the  facts  or  the  law.  ....     Gap.  XI. 
The  defendant  can  no  more  set  up  as  an  excuse,  that  the    judgmetu$. 

judgment  proceeded  on  a  mistake  as  to  English  law,  than        

he  could  set  up  as  an  excuse  that  there  had  been  a  mistake 
as  to  the  law  of  some  third  country  incidentally  involved, 
or  as  to  any  other  question  of  fact." 

The  earlier  theory,  therefore,  indicated  in  Phillips  v.  Conclusive- 
Hvmiter  (a)  and  other  cases,  that  a  foreign  judgment  was  ex-  f^JJl^n^^*^ 
aminable  when  it  was  sought  to  enforce  it,  but  conclusive 
when  a  defendant  sought  its  protection,  and  the  distinction 
between  these  two  modes  of  bringing  such  a  judgment 
into  question,  may  be  regarded  as  having  given  way  to 
this  simpler  principle;  that  a  foreign  judgment  is  not 
examinable  at  all  in  either  of  these  two  cases,  except 
where  it  is  sought  to  prove  a  wrongful  assumption  of  juris- 
diction by  the  tribunal  which  pronounced  it,  or  a  procedure 
without  notice  to  the  person  affected  by  it — ^the  required 
notice  being  not  necessarily  notice  in  &ct,  if  the  defendant 
is  bound  or  has  consented  or  submitted  to  accept  anything 
less  as  a  substitute.  It  will  be  seen  that  this  degree  of 
validity  was  given  from  the  first  to  judgments  relied  on 
by  way  of  defence ;  and  it  would  appear  from  the  more 
recent  cases,  which  have  been  cited*  above,  that  a  foreign 
judgment  when  made  a  ground  of  action  is  entitled  to 
equal  respect. 

The  cases  hitherto  mentioned  have  been  either  instances  Satisfied 
of  a  plaintiff  successful  abroad,  attempting  to  enforce  his ^^Sedin 
judgment    here,  or  of  a  defendant,  successful  abroad,  answer  to 
attempting  to  use  the  foreign  judgment  in  his  favour  as  a  by  same 
protection.     The  case  may  be  supposed,  however,  of  aP**"^**^ 
plaintiff  who  has  obtained  a  foreign  judgment  in  his  favour, 
but  for  a  less  amount  than  he  conceives  to  be  due  to  him, 
and  who  therofore  claims  to  sue  in  an  English  Court  upon 
his  original  cause  of  action.     That  he  can  sue  upon  his 

(a)  2  H.  Bl.  402. 

2  H  2 
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PabtIV. 
Pbookduri. 


Cap.  XL 


original  cause  of  action  has  been  already  stated,  inasmuch 
as  there  is  no  merger  of  such  original  cause  in  a  foreign 
judgment  (a),  but  the  judgment,  if  saiisfiedy  may  noTertbe- 
Judgmenu.  Icss  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  claim  as  a  satisfetction  (b). 
It  may  be  more  correct  to  say  that  in  such  a  case  the 
amount  actually  paid  in  accordance  with  the  foreign 
judgment  may  be  pleaded  as  payment,  the  plaintiff 
being  estopped  by  the  judgment  itself  from  shewing  that 
more  was  in  fact  due.  Unless  such  an  estoppel  arose,  the 
plea  would  of  course  be  defeated  by  shewing  a  claim  for  a 
larger  amount,  on  the  principle  that  payment  of  part  k 
no  satisfaction  of  the  whole  (e).  The  position  of  the 
parties  is  in  fact  analogous  to  that  occupied  by  plaintiff 
and  defendant  who  have  chosen  to  refer  their  differences 
to  arbitration.  Where  a  party  has  obtained  the  decision 
of  an  arbitrator  in  his  favour,  and  his  adversary  has  paid 
the  amount,  it  would  be  manifestly  contrary  to  reason  and 
justice  to  allow  the  successful  party  to  endeavour  to  obtain 
a  better  judgment  in  respect  of  the  same  subject-matter 
from  some  other  tribunal  (d). 


Jadgments 
tn  rem  con- 
olusive  88 
against 
strangers. 


(ii.)  Foreign  Judfftnents  in  rem. 

The  consideration  of  the  present  subject  has  hitherto 
been  confined  to  foreign  judgments  against  the  person, 
which  are  of  course,  notwithstanding  some  ambiguous 
expressions  to  the  contrary  («),  only  entitled  to  recogni- 
tion as  creating  an  obligation  in  proceedings  between  the 
same  parties  or  privies.  Where  the  litigants  are  not  the 
same,  such  a  judgment  is  plainly  rea  inter  alios  acta,  and 
is  not,  except  under  very  special  circumstances,  admi^8ible 


(a)  Smith  v.  NicolU,  5  Binp.  N.  C.  208;  HaU  v.  Odber,  11  East,  124: 
KeUall  V.  Marshall^  1  C.  B.  N.S.  241 ;  Cwitrique  v.  BehrenSy  30  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
163 ;  Jiarher  v.  Lamb,  8  C.  B.  N.S.  95. 

(6)  Barber  v.  Lamb,  8  C.  B.  N.S.  95. 

(c)  Cumber  v.  WanCy  1  Sm.  L.  C.  341,  and  cases  there  cited. 

(d)  Per  Erie,  C.J.,  8  C.  B.  N.S.  100. 

(e)  Tarleton  t.  Tarletoriy  4  M.  &  S.  21 ;  HouLdiich  v.  Donegal  8  Bligh, 
N.  B,  301,  341. 
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in  eyidence  at  all  (a).    There  is,  howeyer,  another  class  of    Part  iv. 

judgments  which  is  entitled  to  wider  recognitioD,  though       

it  may  be  sometimes  di£Bcult  to  decide  to  which  class  a     Cap.  XI. 
particular  judgment  belongs.    A  judgment  in  rem,  or  a    Judgments. 
decree  which  changes  or  settles  the  ownership  of  immov- 
able  or  movable  property,  is,  subject  to  certain  conditions 
as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  conclusiye  not  only 
against  the  parties  to  the  original  action,  but  as  against 
ail   the   world  (b).    That  the  principle  which  allows  a 
foreign  judgment  to  be  impeached  for  fraud  (e)  applies  to 
judgments  in  rem  with  the  same  certainty  as  to  judgments 
in  personam  is  of  course  indisputable  (d) ;  but  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  the  only  requisite  necessary  to  the  ya- 
lidity  and  condusiyeness  of  a  foreign  judgment  in  rem  is 
that  it  should  haye  been  pronounced  by  a  competent  Court 
haying  actual  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  (e).    The 
necessity  of  jurisdiction  as  a  foundation  for  every  judicial 
act  has  already  been  laid  down  with  respect  to  judgments 
generally ;  it  being  indispensable,  adopting  the  words  of 
Story  (/),  to  establish  that  the  Court  pronouncing  the 
judgment  should  have  had  lawful  jurisdiction  over  the 
cause,  over  the  thing,  and  over  the  parties.     In  ordinary 
actions  and  judgments  in  personam  the  necessity  of  juris- 
diction over  any  particular  thing  does  not  arise.    The 
decision  of  a  tribunal  between  two  parties,  in  personal 
actions,  though  in  general  binding  between  parties  and 
privies,  does  not  affect  the  rights  of  third  parties.    If 
in  execution  of  the  judgment  in  such  an  action  process 
issues  against  the  property  of  one  of  the  litigants,  and 
some  particular  thing  is  sold  as  being  his  property,  the 
rights  of  third  persons  are  in  no  way  affected.    The  tri- 

(a)  Ckutrique  y.  Imriej  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  427.  For  estoppel  through  privies 
in  blood,  law,  or  estate,  by  judgments,  see  note  to  Duchess  of  Kingston's 
Case,  2  Sm.  L.  0.  793  (7th  ed.) 

(b)  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  Castrique  v.  Imrie,  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  414. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  449 ;  Ochsenbein  v.  Fapdier,  L.  B.  8  Ch.  695. 

(d)  Shand  v.  Du  Boisson,  L.  B.  18  Eq.  283 ;  Messina  v.  Peirococehino, 
L.  B.  4  P.  C.  144, 157. 

(e)  The  Flad  Oyen,  8  T.  B.  270;  Havelock  v.  Roekwood,  8  T.  B.  276 ; 
Donaldson  Y.  Thampsony  1  Gamp.  429 ;  Oddy  v.  Bodl,  7  T.  B.  523. 

(/)  §  586. 
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Past  iv.    banal  had  neither  jurisdiction  to  determine,  nor  did  it 

HooKPOBB.  determine,  anything  more  than  that  the  litigant's  property 

C^'^l'     should  be  sold,  and  it  does  not  do  more  than  sell  his 

JudgmenU.    interest,  if  any,  in  the  property  seised  in  execution.    It  is 

constantly  seen  in  the  English  Oommon  Law  Courts,  that 

where  the  sheriff  has  seized  and  sold  a  particular  chattel 
under  a  fieri  facias  against  A.,  B.  may  set  up  a  claim  to 
that  chattel,  notwithstanding  the  sale,  either  against  the 
sheriff  or  the  purchaser  from  the  sheriff  And  if  this  may 
be  done  in  the  courts  of  the  country  where  the  judgment 
was  pronounced,  it  follows  of  course  that  it  may  be  done 
in  a  foreign  country  (a).  But  when  the  tribunal  has  juris- 
diction to  determine  not  merely  on  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  but  also  on  the  disposition  of  a  particular  thing, 
and  does  in  the  exercise  of  that  jurisdiction  direct  that  the 
thing  itself,  and  not  merely  the  interest  of  any  particular 
Judgments  person  in  it,  be  sold  and  transferred,  the  case  is  very  dif- 
JSjiSioation  fe""®*^*  (*)•  ^^  8uch  a  caso,  the  judgment  is  not  in  per- 
on  ownership,  ^ofuim,  but  ffi  rem;  and  its  adjudication  on  the  siatus  or 
ownership  of  that  thing  is,  as  has  just  been  said,  conclusive 
against  all  the  world,  binding  ^'  in  all  courts,  and  against 
all  persons  ^  (c).  Such  a  judgment  is  not,  however,  even 
as  between  the  parties,  pleadable  as  an  estoppel  {d); 
which  is  perhaps  the  only  safe  doctrine  to  be  deduced 
from  the  decision  in  Simpson  v.  FogOy  a  case  which  has 
been  often  cited  as  at  variance  with  the  principles  which 
have  been  already  enunciated.  In  Simpson  v.  Foffo, 
a  creditor  of  the  owners  of  a  British  ship  obtained  in 
Louisiana  a  judgment  against  them  under  which  their 
interest  in  the  ship,  and  no  more,  was  sold  under  process 
of  execution.  The  Bank  of  Liverpool,  who  had  at  the 
time  a  mortgage  on  the  ship  valid  according  to  English 
law,  intervened  in  the  Louisiana  proceedings,  and  a  judg- 
ment was  pronounced  against  them  on  the  ground  that 

(a)  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Casirique  y.  Imrie,  L.  R  4  H.  L.  414,  427. 

(b)  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  Ckutrique  v.  Imrie,  39  L.  J.  C.  P.  354;  L.  B. 
4  H.  L.  414. 

(c)  Hobba  v.  Henning,  17  C.  B.  N.B.  791. 

(f2)  Simpson  v.  Fogoj  29  L.  J.  Ch.  657;  Sdbbi  ▼.  Hewningy  17  0.  B.  N.8. 
791. 
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the    law  of  Louisiana  ignored  all  rights,  even  though 
acquired  in  England  in  an  English  ship,  before  the  vessel 
had  passed  into  the  jurisdiction  of  Louisiana,  that  had  not 
been  acquired  according  to  Louisiana  law.     It  was  held 
that  the  Bank  of  liverpool  were  nevertheless  not  estopped 
from  setting  up  their  right  as  mortgagees  in  an  English 
Court;  and  inasmuch  as  the  Louisiana  Court  did  ulti- 
mately pronounce  as  to  the  ownership  of  and  entire  pro- 
prietary right  in  a  ship  which  was  at  the  time  within  its 
territorial  jurisdiction,  though  that  decision  was  not  origi- 
nally necessary  to  the  suit,  and  would  probably  not  have 
been  given  if  the  Bank  of  Liverpool  had  not  intervened, 
it  is  difiScult  to  see  how  the  subsequent  English  decision 
can  be  reconciled  with  the  theory  of  the  conclusiveness  of 
foreign  judgments  in  rem  which  has  just  been  stated,  or 
with  the  more  important  cases  in  the  superior  English 
Courts  which  have  followed  it  (a).    The  judgment  was  no 
doubt  influenced  by  the  consideration  that  the  Louisiana 
Court  had  taken  an  entirely  erroneous  view,  according 
to  the   principles  of  private  international  law,   of  their 
power  to  ignore  a  proprietary  right  which  had  once  well 
accrued  (b)  ;  a  defect  for  which  it  has  often  been  contended 
that  a  foreign  judgment  may  be  successfully  impeached  (c). 
Accepting,  then,  as  incontrovertible  the  principle  that  a 
foreign  judgment  in  rem  is  conclusive  in  all  courts  and 
against  all  parties,  it  remains  to  consider  to  what  its  con- 
clusiveness has  been  held  to  extend.  As  to  the  facts  directly 
adjudicated  upon  there  can  be  no  doubt;   but  there  is 
often  difSculty  in  applying  the  principle  to  facts  inferen- 
tially  decided,  as  well  as  to  the  grounds,  expressed  or 
implied,  of  the  foreign  decision.    The  safest  expression  of 
the  English  law  on  this  subject  appears  to  be  that  the 
truth  of  every  fact,  which  the  foreign  Court  has  found, 
either  as  part  of  its  actual  adjudication,  or  as  one  of  the 
stated  grounds  of  that  decision,  must  be  taken  to  be  con- 

(a)  CammeU  v.  SetoeU,  3  H.  &  N.  640;  5  H.  &  N.  728;  Cadrique  v. 
Imrie,  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  414 ;  39  L.  J.  C.  P.  350. 

(b)  AnUy  p.  178 ;  CammeU  v.  Sewell,  5  H.  &  N.  728. 

(c)  But  806  ante^  p.  456. 


PabtIV. 
Pboobdube. 

Gap.  XL 
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PabtIV. 
Pbocsdubs 


Cap.  XI. 


cIuBively  established  (a).  The  jadgment  relied  on  most 
clearly  be  a  judgment  upon  the  point  in  controversy. 
Thus  the  jadgment  of  a  French  Ck)urt  of  Admiralty,  con- 
Judgmenu.  demniog  a  ship  as  prize,  was  held  not  to  be  condusire  as 
to  the  question  of  neutrality  in  an  action  against  the 
underwriters,  as  the  judgment  itself  did  not  state  its 
foundation,  and  it  was  shewn  that  it  might  have  pro- 
ceeded on  another  ground;  viz.,  the  violation  of  the 
French  law  by  throwing  overboard  the  ship's  papers  (i). 
It  was  said  in  a  subsequent  case,  that  where  no  other 
possible  ground  of  condenmation  was  shewn  to  the  Court 
by  evidence,  the  foreign  condemnation  was  to  be  taken  as 
conclusive  that  the  ship  was  enemies'  property  (e) ;  but 
the  truer  doctrine  would  seem  to  be,  that  the  foreign 
Court  will  not  be  taken  as  having  established  any  fact 
which  it  has  not  expressly  found,  and  laid  down  in  the 
judgment  relied  on  (d).  No  presumption  as  to  the  grounds 
upon  which  it  proceeded  will  therefore  be  made  by 
another  tribunal. 

It  was  said  above,  that  a  foreign  judgment  in  rem 
can,  like  any  other,  be  impeached  for  fraud  (e) ;  but  it  is 
clear  that  the  fraud  alleged  most  not  be  something  which 
might  have  been  raised  as  a  defence  in  the  foreign  court 
upon  the  facts  which  were  then  before  it  To  impeach  a 
foreign  jadgment  on  such  grounds  as  that  would  be  to 
allow  a  plea  which  ought  to  have  been  pleaded  in  the 
action  on  which  the  judgment  was  founded  (/).  Thus 
an  action  will  not  lie  for  a  conspiracy  to  obtain  a  foreign 
judgment  in  rem  against  the  plaintiff,  unless  it  appears  at 
any  rate  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  notice  of  the  foreign 


Judgment — 
— vnen  not 
ezaminablo 
for  fraud. 


(a)  HMe  v.  Henning,  17  C.  B.  N.S.  791,  825;  34  L.  J.  C.  P.  117; 
Kinderdey  v.  Chate,  Park,  InB.  490;  Baring  v.  ClageU,  8  B.  &  P.  214; 
BoUon  V.  Gladstone,  5  East,  160 ;  Blad  v.  Bamfidd,  8  Swanst.  60. 

(h)  Bemardi  v.  Motteux,  2  DougL  575. 

(c)  Salouoci  V.  WoodmasB,  Park,  Ins.  862. 

id)  Hobbs  V.  Henningy  17  C.  B.  N.S.  791 ;  34  L.  J.  C.  P.  117;  Fither  v. 
OaU,  1  Camp.  418 ;  Dagleish  v.  Hodgson,  7  Bing.  504 ;  and  see  per  Lord 
Eldon  in  Lothian  v.  Henderson,  3  B.  &  P.  544. 

(e)  Ante  d.  469. 

(/)  Westlake,  §  389 ;  Bowles  v.  Orr,  1  Y.  &  O.  Ex.  464 ;  Innes  v.  MitcheU, 
4  Drew.  102 ;  Castrique  v.  Behrens,  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  163. 
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action,  or  that  the  questioDS  upon  which  the  truth  of  his     Pabt  iy. 

allegations  of  conspiracy  rest  were  not  raised  or  deter-       

mined  by  it  (a).  ^^'  ^• 

Judgments. 

(iii)  Foreign  Judgments  on  Status. 

How  far  a  foreign  judgment  on  a  question  of  fact  or  law  Judgments  on 
affecting  the  status  of  a  person  is  analogous  to  a  foreign  ^^g. 
judgment  in  rem,  determining  the  ownership  of  a  particular 
thing,  is  doubtful.    It  has  been  seen  that  a  judgment  in 
rem  can  only  claim  recognition  abroad  when  pronounced 
by  a   tribunal  which  had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter  ;  the  jurisdiction  in  that  case  being  ascertained  by 
the  easily  applied  test  of  local  situation.    The  question 
whether  a  particular  tribunal  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
stoitus  of  a  particular  person,  depending  as  it  does  upon 
mixed  considerations  of  nationality,  domicil,  and  transient 
presence  within  certain  territorial  limits,  is  a  far  more 
complex  one ;  and  has  already  been  discussed*when  treats 
ing  of  personal  status*    There  is,  however,  one  charac- 
teristic common  to  foreign  judgments  in  rem  and  on  stattts. 
If  the  latter  are  accepted  at  all,  and  so  far  as  they  are 
accepted  by  an  Engli^  Court,  the  action  in  which  they 
are  relied  on  need  not  be  brought  for  the  same  purpose, 
and  on  the  same  cause  as  the  foreign  suit  in  which  they 
were  originally  pronounced  {b).    Nor,  according  to  the 
judgment  of  Lord  Cranworth  in  the  ease  cited,  is  it  neces- 
sary that  the  action  should  be  between  the  parties  in  the 
same  character ;  inasmuch  as  the  judgment  is  not  relied 
on  as  shewing  that  the  demand  is  res  judicata  between 
two  persons,  but  as  the  decision  of  a  Court  of  exclusive 
jurisdiction  on  subject-matter  within  that  jurisdiction,  a 
decision  which  another  Court  is  bound  to  receive  without 
inquiry  as  to  its  conformity  or  non-conformity  with  the 
laws  of  the  country  where  it  was  pronounced  {c).    The 

(a)  Catirique  v.  Behrens,  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  163 ;  Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Nias^ 
16  Q.  B.  717. 
(ft)  Doglumi  v.  Crispin,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  301 ;  35  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  129. 
(c)  S.O.  35  L.  J.  r.  &  M.  135. 
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Past  iy.  same  reasoning  wonld  seem  to  shew  that  it  need  not  be 

Pboobdpbb.  ^  judgment  between  the  same  parties  at  all,  a  principle 

Gap.  XL  which,  with  regard  to  judgments  in  rem,  is  well  esta- 


Judgmenu.    blished  (a).    And  if  a  decree  of  divorce  be  considered  as  a 

judgment  on  stoHtSy  which  is  probably  the  most  correct 

legitimacy,  way  of  regarding  it,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  its  validity, 
if  recognifil^  at  all,  will  be  recognised  in  snits  other  than 
those  between  the  former  husband  and  wife.  Thus,  the 
validity  of  a  Scotch  divorce  was  examined  by  the  House 
of  Loids  in  a  suit  brought  by  the  children  of  a  second 
marriage  of  the  mother ;  and  if  it  had  been  held  that  the 
Scotch  Court  had  had  jurisdiction  to  pronounce  it,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  it  would  have  been  accepted  as  con- 
clusive (b).  Sentences  of  divorce,  indeed,  are  oftenest 
called  into  question  to  prove  or  disprove  the  legitimacy  of 
certain  persons  descended  from  one  of  the  divorced  pair. 
With  regard  to  the  competency  of  a  foreign  Court  to 
decree  a  divorce,  in  the  several  cases  where  the  original 
marriage  wad  or  was  not  celebrated  within  the  jurisdiction, 
and  where  the  parties  were  or  were  not  domiciled  there  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage  and  of  its  dissolution,  it  is  un- 
necessary to  repeat  what  has  been  already  said  (c).  But 
if  the  Court  which  decreed  the  divorce  had  jurisdiction  to 
make  such  a  decree,  according  to  the  estimate  formed  by 
English  law  of  that  jurisdiction,  it  is  certain  that  such  a 
foreign  judgment  will  receive  full  recognition  here  as  con- 
clusive and  binding,  whether  in  a  suit  between  the  same 
parties  or  between  strangers  to  the  original  decree  (d). 
Judgments  upon  the  slattts  of  a  person  are,  in  fact,  regarded 
as  closely  akin  to  judgments  upon  the  status  or  ownership 
of  a  thing.  "  The  rule,"  says  Erie,  C.J.,  **  making  the 
decision  of  a  Court  which  creates  the  status  of  a  person  or 
thing  conclusive  upon  all  persons  as  to  the  existence  of 
that  status,  has  been  regarded  as  salutary.    Sentences  of 

(a)  Ante,  p.  470. 

(&)  Shaw  y.  Gould,  L.  B.  3  H.  L.  55 ;  Shaw  v.  Attomey-General,  L.  R 
2  P,  &  D.  156. 
(c)  Ante,  p.  59. 
Id)  Roach  y.  Oarean,  1  Yes.  157 ;  Kennedy  y.  CamUs,  2  Swanst  313. 
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nullity  of  marriage  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  of  for-    Pabt  rv. 
feiture  in  the  Exchequer,  of  settlement  of  paupers  by  the  ^'^"^^^"• 
quarter  sessions,  and  of  prize  in  prize-courts,  are  ex-     Gap.  XL 
amples  "  (a).     The  word  "  creates,"  as  used  by  Erie,  O.J.,    judgments. 

in  the  passage  quoted,  must  of  course  be  taken  to  iDolude       

the  essential  requisite  of  jurisdiction,  without  which  there 
would  be  no  creation  which  a  foreign  Court  would  recogDise^ 
either  of  Btcdas  in  such  an  action  as  is  there  referred  to,  or 
of  a  right  and  obligation  in  an  action  in  personam. 

(iv.)  Lis  cUibi  pendens. 

Closely  analogous  to  the  subject  of  foreign  judgments  Plea  ofZis 
is  the  plea  of  lis  alibi  pendens,  as  to  which  it  is  only  neces-        ?«»»«»"• 
sary  to  say  that  it  is  a  good  defence  only  where  the  two 
Courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  under  the  same  sove- 
reign authority  (b),  in  which  case,  however,  the  statutory 
relation  between  the  Courts,  or  the  terms  in  which  the 
sovereign  authority  is  delegated,  will  in  most  instances 
modify  the  general  principle.    The  amalgamation  of  the 
various  English  Courts  into  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  by 
the  operation  of  the  Judicature  Acts,  1873  and  1875,  will 
deprive  the  subject  of  much  practical  interest  in  England 
for  the  future  (0).    It  may  be  added  that  the  pendency  of 
an  action  in  an  inferior  court  was  never  pleadable,  in 
abatement  or  bar,  to  one  in  a  superior  (d).    And  even 
where  the  two  Courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  under 
the  same  sovereign  authority,  so  that  neither  is,  in  the 
strict  sense  of  the  word,  foreign  to  the  other,  the  plea  of 
lis  ciihi  pendens  was  never  held  available  where  the  one 
suit  was  originally  in  personam,  and  the  other  in  rem, 

(a)  Fo&&0  V.  Eenning,  17  0.  B.  N.B.  791, 823;  see  HugJiea  y.  Comdiw, 
3  8how.  282 ;  2  8m.  L.  C.  778,  and  notes  to  Doe  v.  Olivevy  t6.  777.  Afl 
to  the  recognition  by  Gonrt  of  Ghanoeiy  of  a  jadgment  of  the  Eodesiastioal 
Court  in  1834  on  the  validity  of  a  will,  see  Douglae  y.  Cooper^  3  My.  &  K. 
378. 

(b)  OOeU  y.  Lepage,  5  De  O.  &  S.  95, 105. 

(0)  See  on  this  eubiect,  Gomyn*8  Dig.  tit.  *<  Abatement,"  H.  24;  Bac. 
Abr.  tit.  '*  Abatement,^'  M. ;  Mayor  of  London  v.  J9.,  3  Eeb.  491 ;  Freem. 
401 ;  Gilbert's  Hist,  of  C.  P.  p.  254. 

(d)  5  Go.  62,  a;  2  Lord  Baymond,  1102;  Gomyn's  Dig.  tit.  "Abato- 
ment,"  H.  24,  9. 
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Part  iy.  though  the  subject-matter  of  the  second  suit  might  have 

^^""^"^  been  collaterally  attached  or  affected  by  the  first.    The 

Gap.  XL  two  suits  must,  to  render  the  plea  a  good  one,  be  in  their 


Judgmerds,  nature  the  same  (a).  The  plea  tliat  another  action  is 
pending  in  a  strictly  foreign  court  for  the  same  cause, 
when  the  tribunal  before  which  the  plea  is  raised  has  un- 
doubtedly jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  is  in  no 
case  an  available  defence.  **  It  would  be  no  answer,  even 
Suit  pending  in  abatement  of  the  writ,  that  an  action  was  pending  here 
Coi^T^^  in  an  inferior  court,  and  how  in  law  or  reason  can  it  be, 
that  it  is  pending  in  a  foreign  court,  when  the  action  is  iu 
no  sense  local  ?"  (b)  The  authorities  referred  to  shew 
that  the  dictum  of  Lord  Cottenham  in  Wedderbvm  v. 
Wedderhurnf  which  has  been  cited  for  the  opposite  theory, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  law  (e) ;  and  it  may  now  be  taken 
as  established  that  no  decree  or  order  of  a  foreign  tri- 
bunal, and  a  fortiori  no  proceeding  or  suit  pending  there, 
can  be  pleaded  in  an  English  Court,  except  a  final  and 
conclusive  judgment,  pronounced  by  a  Court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  {d)»  The  matter,  moreover,  must  have  been  res 
judicata  in  the  foreign  court  at  the  time  when  the  action 
was  commenced  in  the  English  one;  and  the  fact  that 
there  was  at  the  commencement  of  the  English  suit  a  li» 
alibi  pendens  abroad,  on  which  judgment  was  given  in 
time  to  be  pleaded  in  England,  is  no  defence  in  the  latter 
suit  (a).  In  such  a  case,  the  proper  course  for  the  party 
objecting  to  being  harassed  by  two  suits  to  take  is  to 
apply  to  the  English  Court  to  put  the  other  litigant  to 
his  election,  by  compelling  him  to  abandon  one  or  the 
other  of  the  suits  (/).    But  the  mere  fact  that  an  appeal 

(a)  Harmer  v.  BeU,  7  Moo.  P.  C.  267,  286. 

lb)  Per  Pollock,  C.B.,  in  8coU  v.  Seymour,  1  H.  &  O.  219,  229 ;  Coxy. 
MitcheU,  7  G.  B.  N.S.  55 ;  OiteU  y.  LeTpage,  5  De  G.  &  S.  95, 105 ;  Bayley 
y.  Edioardsy  3  Swanst  703;  Matde  y.  Murray,  7  T.  B.  470;  DOUm  v. 
Alvarez,  4  Ves.  357. 

(c)  Wedderhum  v.  Wedderbum,  4  My.  &  Cr.  585,  536. 

(d)  ArUe,  p.  461 ;  Ricardo  v.  Garcias,  14  Sim.  265 ;  B.C.  12  CL  A  F.  380, 
and  cases  cited  at  p.  389 ;  Frayes  y.  WormSj  10  G.  B.  N.8.  149 ;  Plwnmer 
y.  Woodbume,  4  B.  &  G.  625 ;  SmUh  v.  JV«Jott«,  5  N.  G.  208 ;  7  Scott,  147. 

(e)  The  Delta,  The  Erminia  Foscdoy  L.  R.  1  P.  D.  393. 

(/)  The  CaUenna  Chiatzare,  L.  R.  1  P.  D.  368;  The  Mali  Ivo,  L.  R. 
2  A.  &  E.  356 :  The  Delta,  L.  R.  1  P.  D.  393,  404. 
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is  pending  abroad  against  the  foreign  judgment  does  not  Past  iv. 

deprive  the  judgment  itself  of  the  force  of  resjucUeaia  in  *^^^**'- 

an  English  Court  (a).  Cap.  XL 


SUMMABT. 
FOREIGN  JUDGMENTS. 

A  foreign  judgment,  though  not  a  merger  of  the  original  p^  443. 
cause  of  action,  gives  rise  to  a  legal  obligation  to  obey  its 
decree. 

Foreign  judgments  may  be  impeached  in  an  English  pp.  445, 449. 
Court  for  a  defect  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  which 
pronounced  them,  or  for  the  fraud  of  the  litigant  relying 
on  them :  but  not  for  error  of  law  or  of  fact  (except  an  pp.  450, 460- 

•  468 

error  in  the  law  of  the  Court  which  pronounced  it,  admitted 
by  the  parties) ;  nor  on  the  merits. 

The  sufficiency  of  the  notice  given  to  the  defendant  by  p*  457. 
the  foreign  tribunal  is  included  under  the  head  of  juris- 
diction. 

If  no  fraud  or  defect  in  the  jurisdiction  is  alleged,  a  p.  467. 
foreign  judgment  in  personam^  final  in  the  court  which 
pronounced  it,  is  conclusive  in  every  other  court  between 
the  same  parties  or  privies,  whether  relied  on  by  a  plain- 
tiff or  defendant. 

Subject  to  the  same  qualifications,  a  foreign  judgment  p.  468. 
in  rein  is  conclusive  not  only  between  the  same  parties  or 
privies,  but  as  against  all  the  world,  though  not  pleadable 
as  an  estoppel  even  between  parties  to  the  original  action. 
No  presumption  will  be  allowed  as  to  the  grounds  on  p.  471. 
which  it  proceeded,  but  where  those  grounds  are  ex- 
pressed, it  will  be  conclusiye  as  to  them,  as  well  as  with 
respect  to  the  facts  directly  adjudicated  upon. 

A  foreign  judgment  on  staivs  stands  in  the  same  position  p.  473. 
as  a  foreign  judgment  in  rem^  the  question  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court  which  pronounced  it  being  decided  by 
the  ordinary  rules  applicable  to  the  daius  of  persons. 

(a)  Munro  v.  PxUUngUm^  31  L.  J.  Q.  B.  81 ;  CaUrique  y.  Behren»^  30  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  1G3. 
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Pabt  iy.        The  mle  that  a  foreign  jadgmait,  to  be  relied  on,  must 

^^^^  be  oondusiye,  operates  to  exclnde  the  plea  of  Us  aUbi 

Cap.  XL     pendens,  when  the  prior  soit  is  pending  in  a  foreign 

p.  475.  court ;  as  well  as  the  plea  of  res  judieata,  when  the  prior 

suit  was  pending  in  the  foreign  court  when  the  action  in 

which  it  is  pleaded  commenced;  but  the  &ot  that  an 

appeal  is  pending  against  the  judgment  relied  on,  does 

not  affect  its  yalidity  in  a  foreign  court. 


(    479    ) 
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Part  L— PERSONS. 

Nationality, 

Nationalityy  according  to  the  English  Common  Law,  was  pp.  1-7. 
decided  absolutely  and  once  for  all  by  the  place  of  birth* 
Those  who  were  bom  within  the  allegiance  of  the  British 
Crown,  and  those  only,  were  regarded  throughout  their 
lives  as  British  subjects. 

By  the  statutes  previous  to  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  14  (25 
Edw.  III.  St.  2,  7  Anne  c.  5,  s.  3,  4  (too.  II.  a  21,  and 
13  Geo.  IIL  c.  21)  the  privileges  of  nationality  were  con- 
ferred on  the  descendants,  up  to  and  including  the  second 
generation,  of  a  natural-born  British  subject  who  were 
bom  abroad,  the  transmission  of  this  statutory  nationality 
depending  upon  the  fiEither  alone. 

By  33  &  34  Yict;  c.  14,  the  restrictions  on  the  capacities 
of  aliens  were  abolished  so  far  as  the  power  of  inheriting 
or  otherwise  taking  British  land  was  concerned,  and 
statutory  means  were  provided  (superaeding  those  which 
had  formerly  existed)  for  the  naturalization  and  de-natu- 
ralization of  aliens  in  Great  Britain,  and  of  British  sub- 
jects abroad. 

The  nationality  of  a  married  woman  follows  that  of  her 
husband,  and  the  nationality  of  children  follows  that  of 
the  father,  or  of  the  mother  if  a  widow.  A  married  woman 
who  becomes  a  widow  may  change  her  nationality  under 
the  provisions  of  33  &  34  Yict  c.  14. 

The  legislatures  of  British  possessions  and  colonies  may 
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confer  a  limited  British  nationalityy  valid  within  their 
territorial  limits. 

On  the  cession  or  abandonment  of  territory,  by  conquest 
or  otherwise,  the  nationality  of  the  inhabitants  is  generally 
provided  for  by  treaty ;  bat  in  the  absence  of  treaty  pro- 
yisions,  will  probably  depend  upon  the  voluntary  transfer 
or  retention  of  their  domicil. 

Domicih 

m 

DomieU  is  that  relation  of  an  individual  to  a  State  or 
country  which  arises  from  residence  within  its  limits  as  a 
member  of  its  community.  In  ordinary  language,  that 
country  is  said  to  be  the  country  of  his  domicil,  and  he  is 
spoken  of  as  domiciled  within  it. 

Every  individual  is  regarded  by  the  law  as  domiciled  in 

pp.8, 9.         some  one  country  at  every  period  of  his  life,  and  can 
only  be  domiciled  in  one  country  at  a  time. 

A  domicil  spoken  of  as  the  damieil  of  origin  attaches  to 
every  individual  at  his  birth.  In  the  case  of  posthumous 
or  illegitimate  children,  the  domicil  of  origin  is  the  do- 

p. 9.  micil  of  the  mother  at  the  time  of  the  birth;    in  all 

other  cases  it  is  regarded  as  derived  from  the  father. 

pp.  9, 10.  The  domicil  of  the  child  continues  through  legal  in- 

fEincy  to  be  that  of  the  parent  from  which  it  was  derived, 
and  follows  the  changes  of  the  latter.  An  infant  who 
marries  and  changes  its  home  must,  for  this  purpose,  be 
regarded  as  sui  juris. 

The  domicil  of  an  orphan  becomes  and  follows  that  of 
its  legal  guardian.  It  is,  however,  doubtful  whether  a 
guardian  by  changing  his  own  domicil  can  so  alter  that 
of  the  minor  as  to  affect  the  right  of  succession  to  the 
minor's  property,  at  any  rate  when  there  is  a  fraudulent 
or  self-interested  intention  that  it  shall  be  so  affected. 

p.  10.  The  domicil  of  origin  adheres  until  a  new  domicil  is 

acquired. 

pp.  10>12.  The  domicil  of  origin  is  changed,  in  the  case  of  a  person 

9ui  jwriSy  hy  9l  de  fapto  removal  to  a  home  in  a  new 
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country,  with  an  animm  non  revertendi  and  an  animus 
manendi;  or  in  the  case  of  a  woman,  by  marrying  a  man 
whose  domicil  is  different  from  her  own. 

A  domicil  which  is  not  the  domicil  of  origin,  but  has 
been  acquired,  is  lost  by  actual  abandonment,  animo  non 
reveriendi.  Until  a  new  domicil  is  acquired^  the  domicil 
of  origin  temporarily  reverts. 

When  an  acquired  domicil  has  thus  been  divested,  a 
new  domicil  is  acquired  by  complete  transit  to  a  new 
country,  and  the  establishment  there,  animo  manendi,  of 
a  home. 

The  animus  manendi  or  nan  revertendi  is  a  question  of  pp-  12-I6, 
fact  for  the  Court,  as  to  which  neither  a  declaration  ante 
litem  motam,  nor  an  affidavit  post  litem  motam,  by  the 
person  whose  domicil  is  in  question,  is  conclusive,  though 
all  such  statements  are  evidence  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration. 

The  animus  manendi  will  in  certain  cases  be  a  pre-  p.  le. 
sumption  of  law  which  will  not  admit  contradiction* 

The  domicil  of  a  married  woman  becomes  and  follows  pp.  17, 18. 
that  of  her  husband,  but  in  the  event  of  his  death,  of  a 
divorce,  or  of  a  judicial  separation,  she  becomes  re-invested 
with  the  power  of  acquiring  a  new  domicil  of  her  own. 
The  same  result  may  probably  be  regarded  as  following 
from  certain  exceptional  circumstances,  such  as  desertion 
by  the  husband. 

Domicil,  for  the  purposes  of  succession,  to  movable  pp.  22-24. 
property,  testate  or  intestate,  is  further  regulated  by  24  & 
25  Vict.  c.  121.  By  this  Act  it  is  provided,  that,  subject 
to  conventions  to  be  made  with  foreign  States  for  its  reci- 
procal application,  British  subjects  dying  in  a  foreign 
country  shall  be  deemed,  for  all  purposes  of  testate  or  in- 
testate succession  as  to  movables,  to  retain  the  domicil 
they  possessed  at  the  time  of  going  to  reside  in  such 
foreign  country,  unless  they  have  resided  in  such  foreigu 
country  for  a  year  at  least  before  the  death,  and  shall 
have  made  a  formal  written  declaration  of  an  intention  to 
become  domiciled  there.    Similar  provisions  are  made 

2  I 
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with  legard  to  the  subjeota  of  foreign  States  dying  in 
Ghreat  Britain. 

Oapaeiiy, 

Where  the  lex  loei  of  an  act  or  a  contract  competes  with 
the  lex  domicilii  of  the  person  with  regard  to  his  capacity, 

'^^  the  former  prevails. 

(Except  so  far  as  this  mie  may  be  regarded  as  modified 
or  contradicted  by  the  isolated  dictum  in  Sottomayor  y. 
De  Barros,  referred  to  above,  p.  32.) 

Where  there  is  no  act  or  contract  in  any  particular 
place  to  invite  the  competition  of  a  lex  lad,  bat  the  qnes- 

pp.  33-35.  tion  is  one  of  the  mere  fact  of  capacity,  the  decision  of  the 
law  of  the  domicil  will  be  accepted  in  preference  to  that 
of  the  lex  fori, 

pp.  35, 36.  But  even  though  a  personal  incapacity,  as  defined  by 

the  foreign  law  of  the  domicil,  be  recognised  by  English 
law,  the  ataius,  rights,  and  powers  of  the  persons  appointed 
by  that  foreign  law  to  supplement  that  incapacity  as 
guardians,  tutors,  curators,  or  committees,  cannot  claim 
or  expect  as  a  right  a  similar  recognition.  No  such  rights 
or  powers  extend  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  law  which 
created  them. 

p.  37.  The  creation  of  such  rights  and  powers  by  a  foreign  law 

is  nevertheless  a  fact  to  be  taken  into  consideration  by  an 
English  Court,  which  will  protect  or  even  be  guided  by 
those  rights  and  powers  where  it  may  seem  expedient. 

Legilinujicy, 

pp.  89, 46.  Legitimacy  for  purposes  of  sucoession  to  immovable 

property,  including  chattels,  real,  in  England  is  tested 
both  by  the  English  law  as  the  Ux  Htui,  and  by  the  lex 
domiciUi  of  the  inheritor,  '^Legitimacy"  (by  the  law  of 
the  domicil)  alone  is  not  sufficient ;  ''it  must  be  legitimacy 
Bub  modo — legitimacy,  and  being  bom  in  wedlock." 

pp.  41, 42.  L^itimacy  for  purposes  of  succession  to  movaUe  pro- 

perty by  devise  is  tested  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the 
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testator,  that  being  the  only  law  whioh  has  the  right  to 
interpret  the  meaning  of  such  words  as  "  children  "  in  the 
will.  Under  a  bequest  in  an  English  will  to  the  children 
of  A.,  a  person  domiciled  in  a  country  where  legitimation 
per  avhsequens  mcUrimoniwn  is  allowed,  the  children  of  A. 
who  have  been  legitimated  in  that  manner  are  not  entitled 
to  take. 

Legitimacy  for  purposes  of  succession  to  movable  pro-  p.  43. 
perty  db  intestate  is  similarly  tested  by  the  law  of  the 
domicil  of  the  intestate.     (Direct  authority  wanting,  but 
established  by  dieta,) 

Legitimacy  for  the  purpose  of  estimating  legacy  and 
succession  duty  on  movable  propei-ty  is  decided  by  the 
same  rules. 

[By  the  Scotch  law,  legitimacy  for  purposes  of  succes-  p.  45. 
sion  generally,  other  than  succession  to  real  estate,  is 
referred  to  the  law  of  the  domicil  — i.e.,  the  domicil  of  the 
father  at  the  time  of  the  birth.  In  cases  of  legitimation 
per  sfjibeegytens  matrimoniumy  a  change  in  the  domicil  of 
the  father  after  the  birth  and  before  the  marriage  is  im- 
material. The  law  of  the  domicil  at  the  time  of  the  birth 
decides  once  for  all  whether  the  child's  bastardy  is  in- 
delible or  provisional  only.  Such  legitimation,  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  domicil,  will  not  however  render  a  child 
bom  abroad,  of  a  Scotchman  by  domicil  and  nationality,  a 
natural-bom  British  subject  entitled,  under  4  Geo.  U 
c.  21,  to  hold  British  land.] 

Legitimacy  for  purposes  other  than  succession  under  a 
will  or  ah  intestato  has  not  hitherto  come  in  question,  but 
the  dieta  point  to  the  acceptance  of  the  law  of  the  domicil 
of  the  person  on  the  point.  The  domicil  of  the  person  for  p.  41. 
such  purposes  is  the  domicil  of  the  father  at  the  time  of  the 
hirth,  as  distinguished  from  the  domicil  of  the  place  of 
birth,  or  of  the  father  at  the  time  of  the  subsequent 
marriage. 

But  legitimacy  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  will  not  in  p.  44. 
any  case  be  accepted,  either  by  Scotch  or  English  law, 
if  its  acceptance  involves  the  recognition  by  that  law  of 

2  I  2 
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the  validity  of  a  marriage  which  it  regards  as  incestnoiis 
or  criminal. 

Marriage. 

Marriage  is  governed,  as  to  its  essetdiaJs,  by  the  law  of 
p.  48-54.  the  domicil  of  the  parties ;  as  to  its  formSf  by  the  law  of 
the  place  of  celebration. 

The  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  parties  is  the  proper  law 
to  decide  whether  the  marriage  can,  by  the  use  of  any 
forms,  ceremonies,  or  preliminaries,  be  effected. 

The  law  of  the  place  of  celebration  is  the  proper  law  to 
decide  what  forms,  ceremonies,  or  preliminaries,  shall  be 
employed. 

If  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil  is  such  that  the 
marriage  cannot  be  effected  by  obeying  its  directions,  but 
can  be  effected  by  obtaining  a  dispensation  from  its  pro- 
hibitions, the  marriage  cannot^  in  the  absence  of  such 
dispensation,  be  legalized  by  the  law  of  the  place  of 
celebration. 

The  law  of  any  country  may,  and  the  English  Royal 
Marriage  Act  does,  not  only  prohibit  certaiu  persons  from 
p.  57.  contracting  marriage  in  England  except  on  certain  pre- 

scribed conditions,  but  refuse  to  recognise  any  marriage 
contracted  by  such  persons  elsewhere  when  these  condi- 
tions have  not  been  complied  with. 

Marriage,  to  be  recognised  by  an  English  Court,  must 
p.  53.  be  that  which  is  recx)gnised  as  marriage  by  Christendom, 

and  not  a  mere  disguise  for  illicit  intercourse  or  criminal 
incest. 

Dmolution  of  Marriage. 

Where  a  marriage  has  been  celebrated  iu  England,  and 
pp,  59, 60.  the  domicil  of  the  parties  is  British,  a  foreign  divorce 
purporting  to  dissolve  it  will  in  no  case  be  recoguised. 

When  the  parties  to  such  a  marriage  were  domiciled 
abroad  at  the  time  of  its  celebration,  and  the  law  of  the 
same  continuing  domicil  purports  to  diyorce  them,  the 
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better  opinion  seems  to  be  that  an  Englisb  Court  would  p.  6i. 
recognise  and  act  upon  such  a  dirorce,  if  granted  for  a 
eanse  of  divoroe  recognised  in  this  country.    (But  see 
eonirdf  M^Oofrthy  v.  Decaix^  2  Buss.  &  Mj.  614.) 

The  same  principle  would  accord  the  same  recognition 
to  a  foreign  divorce  granted  bj  the  law  of  the  domicil, 
where  tiie  domicil  of  the  parties  had  been  English  at  the  pp-  ^i,  62. 
time  of  the  marriage,  and  had  been  subsequently  changed. 
(Bat  see  the  same  case,  eovdra^ 

Where  a  marriage  has  been  celebrated  abroad,  an 
English  Court  will  assume  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  it  if  it  PP*  ^^~^^- 
can  be  shewn  that  the  matrimonial  domicil  is  English  at 
the  time  of  the  application. 

But  it  appears  to  be  now  settled,  that  nothing  U9$ 
than  a  domicil  in  England  will  found  this  jurisdiction, 
although  in  one  case  {Brodie  v.  Brodie,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  259) 
it  was  implied  that  residence  not  amounting  to  domicil 
would  do ;  and  in  another,  even  more  questionable,  where  pp.  67-^9. 
the  matrimonial  domicil  was  originally  English,  but  had 
become  American,  the  Court  dissolved  the  marriage  on 
the  ground  of  the  original  English  domicil  and  continuing 
British  allegiance  (DetJc  v.  Deck,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  90).  So,  it 
would  seem,  the  Court  may  exercise  its  jurisdiction,  not- 
withstanding the  want  of  an  English  domicil,  if  the 
respondent  submit  by  appearance,  and  taking  practical 
steps  in  the  cause,  though  a  former  submission  in  another 
cause  is  not  sufficient. 

Foreign  Corporations,  States,  Sovereigns,  and  Anibassadors. 

(i.)  Foreign  Oorporaiiom. — The  artificial  personalities  or 
corporate  bodies  which  are  created  by  the  municipal  laws  pp.  7i,  72. 
of  foreign  States  are  recognised  in  English  courts,  when 
their  character  is  substantially  the  same  as  that  of  a  cor- 
poration created  by  English  law. 

A  foreign  corporate  body  may  therefore  sue  and  be  sued 
in  England  under  its  corporate  name ;  and  the  provisions  pp.  72-74, 
in  the  Rules  under  the  Judicature  Acts,  for  service  of  a      '^^'^^* 
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writ  of  gammons  or  notice  thereof  abroad,  apply  to  these 
artificial  as  well  as  to  natural  persons* 

Where  a  foreign  corporation  carries  on  business  at  a 

p.  76.  branch  office  in  England,  with  a  clerk  or  officer  in  the 

nature  of  a  head  officer  there,  whose  knowledge  would  be 
the  knowledge  of  the  corporation,  serrice  of  a  writ  may  be 
effected  on  such  officer.  If  there  is  no  such  officer  in 
England,  notice  of  the  writ  should  be  served  on  the  head 
office  of  the  corporation  abroad. 

The  recognition  accorded  by  Engh'sh  Courts  to  foreign 
corporations  does  not,  except  as  above  stated,  expose  them 

pp.  77, 7a  to  the  operation  of  the  English  enactments  regulating 
English  corporations ;  unless,  it  seems,  their  creatioii  pio- 
ceeded  from  the  laws  of  a  jurisdiction  subordinate  to  the 
British  Grown. 

A  foreign  corporation,  though  incapable  of  domicil  in 

pp.  78-86.  the  strict  sense,  may  reside  beyond  the  limits  of  the  State 
which  created  it.  Except  perhaps  for  the  purposes  of 
jurisdiction  and  service  of  process,  a  foreign  corporation 
resides  only  in  the  principal  seat  of  its  business.  Such 
residence  is  a  question  of  fact,  in  which  the  locality  of  its 
incorporation  and  registration,  the  seat  of  its  governing 
body,  and  the  place  where  its  profits  are  made,  realised,  or 

pp.  86, 87.  remitted,  are  all  elements  to  be  considered.  Foreign  cor- 
porations, when  litigant  in  an  English  court,  occupy  the 
same  position  with  regard  to  the  conduct  of  the  action  as 
natural  persons,  and  may  be  compelled  to  make  discovery 
and  answer  interrogatories  by  a  proper  representative. 

pp.  87. 88.  (ii-)  Foreign  States  and  Sovefteigns. — Foreign  States,  or 

bodies  politic  created  by  international  law,  occupy  a  posi- 
tion analogous  to  that  of  foreign  corporations.  In  tiie  case  of 
monarohical  governments,  the  Sovereign  may  be  regarded 
as  a  corporation  sole,  representing  the  State ;  in  the  case 
of  democratic  or  republican  governments,  the  State  itself, 
under  its  international  name  or  style,  as  a  body  politic, 
may  be  regarded  as  a  corporation  aggregate. 

pp.  88-92.  The  sovereign  power  of  a  State,  in  either  of  these  two 

cases,  may  sue  in  an  English  court  under  its  quasi-corpo- 
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rate  or  politic  name  in  respeet  of  the  public  property  and 
ehoaea  in  action  of  the  nation  which  it  represents.  The 
SoYoreign,  in  the  case  of  a  monarchical  government,  may 
also  sue  in  respect  of  his  private  rights  and  property  as  a 
priyftte  individual;  but  the  piactice  has  been  hitherto 
not  to  give  a  Sovereign  litigant,  though  successful,  his 
costs* 

Neither  a  personal  Sovereign  nor  a  body  politic  (or  pp.  92-97. 
State)  may  be  sued  in  an  English  court,  unless. the  privi^- 
lege  of  sovereignty  bas  been  waived,  expressly  or  impliedly, 
by  voluntary  submission  to  the  jurisdiction  or  otherwise. 

But  when  a  foreign  Sovereign  is  also,  in^  another  capacity,  pp.  94,  loi. 
the  subject  of  another  sovereign  State,  he  may  be  sued  in 
the  courts  of  that  other  State,  if  not  in  the  courts  of  all 
States  except  his  own,  in  respect  of  acts  done  by  him  in 
that  subject  and  private  capacity ;  though  the  prima  faoie 
presumption,  with  respect  to  all  his  acts,  is  that  they  were 
done  by  him  in  his  character  of  Sovereign. 

A  foreigti  Sovereign  or  State,  when  litigant  ill  an  English 
court,  occupies  the  same  position,  with  respect  to  dis-  p.  103. 
covery  and  the  other  incidents  of  the  suit,  as  a  private 
individual. 

The  sovereignty  and  independence  of  an  alleged  Sove<'  pp.  loi-ios. 
reign  or  body  politic  are  matters  which  an  English  Court 
should  know  or  ascertain  judicially ;    and   evidence  to 
prove  these  facts  need  not»  it  appears,  be  offered  by  the 
parties  to  the  action. 

Acts  of  State,  authorized  or  ratified  by  a  sovereign 
power,  create  no  civil  rights  or  liabilities.  pp- 103-105. 

(iii.)  Foreign  Ambauador^. — ^Foreign  ambassadors  or 
ministers,  with  their  families,  officials,  suites,  servants  aud  pp-  10&-10S. 
attendants^  are,  by  the  fiction  of  exterriioricUHS,  regarded 
as  continuously  resident  in  the  State  of  which  they  are 
the  representatives.  Foreign  ambassadors  or  ministers 
are,  by  international  law,  exempt  from  being  sued  or  im- 
pleaded for  any  cause  whatever  in  the  courts  of  the  State 
to  which  they  are  accredited.  There  is  no  English  autho- 
rity expressly  extending  this  immunity  to  the  inferior 
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members  of  the  legation,  or  to  their  families,  suites,  and 
servants ;  bnt  it  is  so  extended  by  writers  on  international 
law. 

p  115^  A  foreign  ambassador  or  minister  does  not  lose  this 

immunity,  or  waive  his  privilege,  by  engaging  in  trade ; 
though  the  statutory  protection  given  to  the  servants  of 
ambassadors  or  ministers,  and  therefore  by  implication 
their  common  law  immunity,  is  forfeited  by  such  a  course 

p.  107.  <>f  action.    The  immunity  may,  however,  be  waived  by 

appearing  and  pleading;  and  a  privileged  person,  by 
taking  such  a  course,  places  himself  in  the  position  of  an 
ordinary  litigant.     The  extent  of  this  immunity,  though 

p.  106.  ^^^  clearly  defined  by  English  precedents,  is  by  writers  on 

international  law  treated  as  including  all  writs  and  pro- 
cesses of  court,  and  all  judicial  restraints  upon  the  time, 
movements,  or  person  of  those  entitled  to  the  privilege. 
The  rules  of  international  law  on  this  subject,  adopted 

p.  108.  ^7  ^^^  common  law  of  England,  have  been  amplified  by 

statute  (7  Anne  c  12) ;  which  declares  all  writs  and  pro- 
cesses, sued  out  against  the  person  or  goods  of  any  foreigii 
minister  or  ambassador,  or  of  any  domestic  servant  of  such 
ambassador  or  minister,  to  be  null  and  void.  This  statu- 
tory protection  may  be  forfeited,  in  the  case  of  the  servant 
of  an  ambassador  or  minister,  by  engaging  in  trade. 

To  be  entitled  to  this  statutory  protection  as  the  do- 
mestic servant  of  an  ambassador  or  minister,  the  claimant 
must  be  actually  and  bond  fide  in  such  service,  and  no 

pp.  110-112/  colourable  or  collusive  employment  will  do.  The  nature 
of  the  employment  or  service  is  in  each  case  a  question 
of  fact;  and  proof  that  the  claimant's  name  has  been 
registered  as  such  servant  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of 
State,  and  thence  transmitted  to  the  office  of  the  Sheriff, 
is  insufficient  evidence  of  that  fact. 
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Part  IL— PEOPERTY. 


rafMOYABLES. 


(i.)  Jurisdiotion  as  to  Beal  Property  {including  chattels  real) 

aittuUe  Abroad. 

The    jurisdiction    oyer    real  or  immovable  property,  p.  121. 
abstracted  from  the  acts  and  contracts  of  the  persons  who 
deal  with  it,  belongs  to  the  forum  sitae  alone,  which  will 
administer  the  lex  situs  in  exercising  it. 

And  this  general  principle  will  prevent  an  action  from 
being  maintained  in  England  for  the  possession  of  or  pro- 
perty in  foreign  land,  independently  of  any  rale  of  proce- 
dure, such  as  those  which  formerly  prevailed  with  respect 
to  venue. 

But  where  a  personal  equity,  resulting  either  from  a  pp.  122-131. 
trust  or  a  contract  over  which  an  English  Court  has  juris- 
diction attaches  to  an  individual  who  is  before  the  English 
Court  or  can  be  brought  before  it,  the  English  Court  will 
indirectly  affect  foreign  land  by  acting  in  personam, 
t.6.,  upon  the  conscience  of  its  own  justiciable. 

Thus,  by  the  enforcement  of  such  an  equity,  the  title 
to  the  property  in  or  the  right  to  the  possession  of  foreign 
land  may  be  indirectly  transferred. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  contract  relates  to  foreign  land,  or  p.  iso. 
to  the  rights  that  are  incident  to  its  possession,  will  not 
exclude  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  Court,  if  the  con- 
tract is  one  with  which  it  is  otherwise  competent  to  deal ; 
at  any  rate,  unless  it  is  shewn  that  the  Courts  of  the  situs 
have  already  and  properly  assumed  jurisdiction  over  the 
claim. 

Where  sach  an  equity  as  that  defined  exists,  the  English  pp.  131, 132. 
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Conrt  will  at  its  discretion  restrain  by  injanction  proceed- 
ings  abroad  with  respect  to  the  foreign  land  to  which  it 
relates. 

p.  138.  Bat  it  seems  that  where  the  equity  is  absolutely  repug- 

nant to  the  lex  HtvSf  the  Euglish  Court  will  not  enforce  it, 
though  it  would  have  done  so  had  the  equity  in  question 
been  merely  non-existent  bj  that  law. 

pp.  134-137.  There  is  no  direct  authority  to  shew  that  the  jurisdiction 
oyer  torts  to  foreign  land,  which  the  English  Courts  were 
formerly  prevented  from  assuming  by  the  rules  relating  to 
venue,  is  extended  by  the  abolition  of  those  rules ;  but  an 
action  founded  on  such  a  tort,  beiug  for  personal  damages 
only,  might  on  general  principles  be  maintained  here. 

(ii.)  Nature  and  incidents  of  Beal  or  Immovable  Property. 

p.  139.  The  2m  rei  sUm  is  entitled  to  determine  what  ia^  and 

what  is  not,  real  or  immovable  property. 

The  lex  rei  eUee  may  accordingly  impress  the  character 
of  personalty  upon  the  ree  nta  for  its  own  purposes  (as  for 

pp.  140, 141.  the  payment  of  legacy  duty),  without  abandoning  its 
claim  to  regard  the  same  ree  eita  as  realty  or  immovable 
property  ftir  the  purposes  of  international  law.  The  26a; 
rei  eitse,  in  calling  the  res  eita  personalty,  does  not  thereby 
convert  it  into  movable  personalty.  Movables  and  per- 
sonalty are  not  equivalent  terma 

The  lex  rei  eitm  will  generally  prevail  as  to  questions  of 
limitation  and  prescription  in  their  application  to  real  or 
immovable  property,  inasmuch  as  these  naturally  arise 

pp.  142-145.  only  in  the  forum  rei  gUas.  There  is  some  authority  for 
saying  that  the  lex  rei  eUm  will  also  prevail  when  such 
questions  arise  in  a  foreign  court ;  but  among  jurists  there 
is  some  conflict  of  opinion  on  the  point,  the  lex  fori  assert- 
ing its  claim  to  deal  with  the  matter  as  pertaining  to  the 
remedy. 

The  lex  rei  siim  will  detelnnine  the  liability  of  real  or 
immovable  property  for  the  debts  of  its  deceased  owner, 

pp.  146-151.    testate  or  intestate,  and  the  obligation  of  the  lieir  in  re- 
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speot  of  those  debts.  But  this  principle  may  be  modifledy 
(i«)  by  the  rale  that  the  eonstmotion  of  a  will  depends 
upon  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  deceased ;  (ii.)  by  a 
personal  equity  affecting  the  heir. 

(iii.)  Trawfw  of  Immovable  Property  inter  vivos. 

The  lex  situs  determines  all  questions  relating  to  the  p.  152. 
transfer  of  real  estate. 

Thus  (inter  alia),  it  determines  the  capacity  of  the 
parties  to  the  transfer. 

[There  is,  however,  little  direct  authority  on  this  point, 
and  jurists  shew  a  tendency  to  decide  capacity  on  thisi  as 
on  all  other  matters^  by  the  lex  domioUiiJ] 

The  formalities  of  the  transfer,  and  the  restrictions  on  pp.  153, 154. 
the  freedom  of  alieuationi  are  similarly  decided  by  the 
same  law. 

(iv.)  Sueeession  to  Immovahle  Property  by  WiU. 

The  lex  situs  decides  the  capacity  of  the  testator  to  p.  155. 
devise  immovable  estate  (see,  however,  the  qualification  - 
of  the  rule  just  stated  as  to  the  capacity  to  transfer 
ifder  vivos),  the  formalities  of  the  testamentary  instru- 
ment, and  its  operation  upon  the  land  which  it  affects  to 
devise. 

But  where  a  testator  intends  and  attempts  to  devise  pp-  155,  156. 
immovable  estate  by  a  will  not  effectual  to  do  so  by  the 
lex  situs,  the  heir  of  the  immovable  estate  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  take  a  bequest  of  movable  personal  estate  under 
the  will,  and  to  defeat  the  same  will  as  to  the  land.  In 
such  a  case,  he  will  be  put  to  his  election  whether  he  will 
accept  the  will  for  all  purposes  or  for  none. 

The  liability  of  his  foreign  immovable  estate  to  the  p.  156. 
personal  debts  of  the  testator  depends  upon  the  lex  situs 
alone,  where  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to 
interfere  with  that  law  appears;  and  the  law  of  his 
domicil  cannot  impose  any  burden  upon  such  foreign 
immovable  estate  from  which  by  its  own  law  it  is  exempt. 
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The  intention  of  the  testator  to  devise  or  harden  foreign 
p.  156.  land  by  a  ivill  insufficient  by  the  lex  9iiu8  to  do  so,  mast, 

in  order  to  impose  a  personal  equity  on  the  heir,  be  un- 
equivocally expressed.    General  words,  which  might  be 
satisfied  by  a  different  interpretation,  will  not  be  construed 
as  evidence  of  such  an  intention. 
p.  158.  The  construction  of  wills,  even  when  foreign  land  may 

be  indirectly  affected  by  it,  is  for  the  law  of  the  testator's 
domicil  alone. 

Alienaium  of  ItnmowUe  Property  by  Act  of  Law. 

(v.)  Suceeseion  on  Inteetacy. — The  lex  eitua  determines 
the  heir ;  and  the  Engh'sh  law,  speaking  as  the  lex  situa, 

p.  159.  requires  that  he  should  be  legitimate  not  only  according 

to  its  own  rules,  but  by  the  law  of  his  domicil  also. 

p.  160.  The  burdens,  liabilities,  and  claims,  of  immovable  pro- 

perty in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  in  the  absence  of  any 
equity  arising  from  trust  or  contract,  depend  upon  the 
lexsUue. 

pp.  161-163.  But  the  conditions  under  which  the  heir  of  foreign  land 
may  share  in  the  (movable)  personalty  of  the  intestate, 
depend  upon  the  law  of  the  intestate's  domicil,  and  not 
upon  the  lex  eiiua  of  the  foreign  land. 

p.  164.  These  rules,  in  cases  of  intestacy,  are  invariable,  because 

there  can  be  no  demonstration  of  the  intention  of  the 
owner  that  the  foreign  land  should  either  bear  or  be 
exonerated  from  any  particular  debts,  as  there  may  be 
when  a  testamentary  disposition  has  been  made. 

p.  165.  (vi.)  Transfer  on  Bankruptcy. — Under  an  English  bank- 

ruptcy, the  English  bankruptcy  law  affects  to  vest  in  the 
trustee  all  the  movable  and  immovable  property  of  the 
bankrupt,  wherever  situate ;  and  the  Irish  bankruptcy  law 
is  the  same.  The  Scotch  Bankruptcy  Act  is  confined  in 
terms  to  real  estate  within  the  British  dominions ;  and  on 
principles  of  international  law,  the  English  statute  cannot 
be  given  a  wider  interpretation. 

pp.  166, 167.       A  bankrupt  is  therefore  not  compellable,  apparently,  to 
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assign  foreign  land  to  his  trustee  or  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy, unless  there  is  some  personal  equity  attaching  to 
him  by  which  the  forum  of  the  bankruptcy  can  indirectly 
compel  bim  to  do  so  by  acting  in  peraancm.  It  is  not  dear 
how  far  such  an  assignment  can  properly  be  made  a  con* 
dition  of  his  discharge. 

(vii.)  Transfer  on  Marriage. — The  righto  of  husband  p.  167. 
and  wife  in  and  to  the  English  immoyables  of  either  are 
decided  by  English  law,  as  the  lex  9itu8.  Senible,  the 
lex  situs  has  an  equal  claim  to  prevail  when  the  situation 
of  the  immoTables  is  foreign,  whate?er  the  matrimonial 
domicil. 

MOYABLBS. 

f 

(i.)  Jurisdiction  as  to  Personal  Property, 

Personal  property,  according  to  the  English  law,  is  notp*'i70. 
coincident  with  the  class  of  movables  contemplated  by  the   . 
law  of  nations,  but  includes  certain  immovables  as  welL 
The  terms  are  consequently  not  equivalent. 

The  maxim  '*  m^ohilia  seqwmtwr  personam  *'  applies  to 
movables  only;  i.e.,  to  such  personal  property  as  falls 
under  that  class. 

Such  personal  property  as  is  immovable  comes  under 
the  rules  which  relate  to  the  jurisdiction  over  immovables 
generally. 

Movables  are  regarded  as  situate  in  the  country  of  the  p.  171. 
domicil  of  the  owner,  wherever  they  may  be  in  fact ;  and 
the  law  of  his  domicil  alone  has  consequently  jurisdiction 
to  deal  with  them  for  the  purpose  of  distributing  them 
among  his  creditors  or  successors.  The  situation  in  lletct 
of  movables  witbiu  a  particular  jurisdiction  will,  never-  p.  172. 
theless,  warrant  the  local  Courts  in  assuming  to  deal  with 
them  for  certain  purposes,  at  any  rate  so  far  as  to  entertain 
actions  based  on  contracts  which  concern  them,  or  the 
right  to  their  possession. 
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(ii.)  Alienation  of  Movable  Fersonai  Property  by  Transfer 

inter  vivos. 

pp.  175  180.  When  alienation  of  movable  personal  property  is  effected 
by  transfer  inter  vivos,  the  law  regards  not  so  mnch  tbe 
person  and  domioil  of  the  owner,  as  the  act  or  transfer  by 
which  the  transfer  is  effected,  and  the  sitnation,  in  fact,  of 
the  property  transferred. 

p.  176.  If  the  property  transferred,  and  the  parties  to   the 

transfer,  are  all  within  the  same  jurisdiction,  the  transfer, 
according  to  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction,  will  confer  a 
good  title  valid  everywhere,  under  the  dominion  of  what- 
ever law  the  property  afterwards  passes. 

But  such  a  title  will  not  be  conferred  if  the  property,  at 
the  moment  of  the  transfer,  be  within  another  jurisdiction, 
by  the  law  of  which  the  attempted  transfer  is  invalid  or 
imperfect. 

pp.  177-181.  I^  ^^^  transfer  be  valid  according  to  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  property  is  in  fact  situate,  the  title  con- 
ferred by  it  should  be  recognised  as  good  everywhere, 
though  imperfect  by  the  law  of  the  former  owner's 
domioil,  and  though  the  property  be  afterwards  brought 
within  the  dominion  of  that  law. 

p  181.  ^be  creation  of  a  lien  upon  movable  personal  property 

is  similarly  referred  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
property  was  in  fact  situate  at  the  time  when  the  lien  was 
created, 

(iii.)  Succession  to  Movable  Personal  Property. 

(a.)  Disposition  of  Movable  Personal  Property  hy  WiU. 

p  183.  The  Ciourt  of  the  domicil  of  the  deceased  at  the  time  of 

his  death  has  supreme  jurisdiction,  and  the  law  of  the 
domicil  supreme  authority,  in  all  matters  connected  with 
the  capacity  of  the  testator,  the  formalities,  execution,  in- 
terpretation, construction,  and  effect,  of  a  will  of  movable 
personal  property. 
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Buty  under  Lord  Eingsdown's  Act  (24  &  25  Vict,  c  114),  p.  184. 
the  wills  of  British  subjects,  whether  the  domicil  at  the 
time  of  the  death  or  of  makings  if  made  out  of  the  United 
Kingdom^  are  also  valid  if  the  forms  required  either  by 
the  law  of  the  place  of  making,  the  law  of  the  domicil  at 
the  time  of  making,  or  the  law  of  the  domioil  of  origin 
have  been  complied  with ;  and  if  made  wUhin  the  United 
Kingdom,  are  also  valid  if  the  forms  required  by  the  law 
of  the  place  of  making  at  the  time  of  the  making  have 
been  complied  with.  And  by  the  same  statute,  no  will,  at 
least  of  a  British  subject,  is  revoked  or  becomes  invalid 
by  a  change  of  domicil  between  the  times  of  making 
and  of  the  death. 

But  a  power  of  appointment  by  will  to  movable  per-  p.  18S. 
sonalty^  given  under  English  law,  will  be  validly  exercised 
by  a  will  made  in  conformity  with  English  law,  though 
not  with  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  deceased  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  Such  a  will  will  be  admitted  to  probate 
accordingly;  though  it  seems  that  a  will  executed  in 
compliance  with  the  law  of  the  domicil  would  be  equally  p.  191. 
entitled  to  recognition. 

To  entitle  a  will  or  other  testamentary  paper  to  English  p- 193« 
probate,  it  must  dispose  of  some  personal  property  situate 
in  England,  or  else  be  incorporated  by  express  or  implied 
reference  in  another  will  or  testamentary  paper  entitled 
to  probate  on  its  own  account. 

In  granting  probate  of  the  will  of  a  testator  not  domi«  pp*  193, 199, 
ciled  in  England,  the  English  Court  will,  as  a  rule,  follow 
the  grant  of  the  Court  of  the  domicil,  and  grant  probate 
or  administration  with  the  will  annexed  to  the  person  who 
has  been  duly  clothed  by  the  Court  of  the  domicil  with 
the  power  and  duty  of  administering  the  estate. 

(b.)  Succession  to  Movable  Personal  Property  by  operation 

of  Law. 

The  Court  of  the  domicil  of  an  intestate  at  the  time  of  p.  194. 
his  death  has  supreme  jurisdiction,  and  the  law  of  the 
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domicil  supreme  authority,  in  all  matters  oonnected  with 
the  succession  to  his  movable  personal  estate, 
p.  195.  The  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  intestate  will  thus  deter- 

mine the  persons  entitled  to  administration,  and  those 
entitled  to  share  in  the  distribution.  The  same  law  will 
decide  their  legitimacy,  kinship,  and  mutual  rights  and 
liabilities  touching  esoneration,  election,  and  all  similar 
questions. 

(c)  Biffht  and  Title  of  the  PeraoncU  Bepreeentative. 

p.  198.  A  grant  of  probate  or  letters  of  administration  has  no 

extra-territorial  operation ;  and  the  personal  representative 
under  it  acquires  only  a  title  to  the  personal  chattels  of 
the  deceased  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  which 
made  the  grant. 

To  take  possession  of  personalty  in  England,  or  sue  for 
debts  in  an  English  Court,  a  personal  representative  must 
therefore  prove  the  will  or  take  out  letters  of  administra- 
tion here  as  well  as  in  the  country  of  the  domicil  of  the 

pp.  198-200.  deceased.  But  this  rule  does  not  operate  to  prevent  a 
personal  representative  clothed  with  authority  by  the 
English  Court  from  suing  in  England  in  respect  of  mov- 
ables actually  situate  abroad. 

p.  200.  In  granting  probate  or  letters  of  administration,  the 

English  Court  will  generally  follow  the  grant  (if  any) 
made  by  the  competent  Court  of  the  domicil;  but  it 
appears  doubtful  if  the  mere  Ceu^,  that  a  person  has  ob- 
tained a  grant  as  executor  in  the  foreign  court,  will  entitle 
him  as  of  right  to  recognition  of  that  character  here.  If 
the  English  Court  does  not  consider  him  entitled  as 
executor,  it  will,  it  seems,  grant  him  letters  of  administra- 
tion cwn  testamento  annexo. 

p.  203.  The  personal  representative,  when  once  clothed  with 

authority  by  the  English  Court,  is  bound  to  admim'ster 
the  personal  assets  of  the  deceased  in  England. 

The  title  of  a  personal  representative  to  the  personal 
assets  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  from  which  he 


CONTINUOUS  SUMMARY.  497 

derives  his  authorityy  is  not  divested  bj  the  removal  of 
the  assets  to  another  jarisdiction,  unless  they  are  removed 
mider  snch  circumstances  as  to  remain  still  unappropriated 
assets,  belonging  to  the  general  estate. 

The  effect  of  Scotch  and  Irish  probates  in  England  is  p.  204. 
regulated  by  the  statutory  provisions  of  21  &  22  Vict, 
c  56,  8.  12,  and  20  &  21  Yict  c.  95,  respectively.  A 
foreign  personal  representative,  who  has  not  obtained 
authority  from  an  English  Court,  nor  received  English 
assets,  cannot  be  sued  in  his  representative  character  in 
England. 

(d.)  Probate  and  Adminiriraium  Duty. 

When  probate  or  administration  is  granted  by  an  Eug-  p.  208. 
lish  Court,  probate  or  administration  duty  is  payable  to 
the  English  governmeut  on  the  value  of  the  assets  locally 
situate  in  England  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  deceased, 
without  reference  to  the  law  of  his  domicil,  or  the  value 
of  the  assets  situate  there. 

The  local  situation  of  transferable  securities,  which  pass  p.  209. 
from  hand  to  hand,  is  that  in  which  they  are  actually 
found. 

The  local  situation  of  stocks  and  shares,  transferable 
only  in  one  place,  is  the  place  where  they  are  so  trans- 
ferable. 

If  the  law  of  the  country  where  assets  are  locally  situate  p.  211. 
requires  double  administration  to  be  taken  out  in  order  to 
reduce  them  into  possession,  double  duty  is  payable  to  the 
local  government.    The  law  of  the  domicil  of  any  or  all 
of  the  parties  is  in  such  a  case  immaterial. 

(e.)  Succession  and  Legacy  Duty, 

Succession  and  legacy  duty  is  payable  to  the  English  p.  212. 
government  in  respect  of  the  personal   estate  of  every 
testator  who  dies  domiciled  in  England ;  and  is  assessed 
not  only  on  his  personal  estate  in  England,  but  upon  all 
his  personal  movable  estate,  wherever  situate  in  fact. 

2  K 
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p.  218.  The  duty  does  not  attach  upon  anmiitieB  or  legacieB 

charged  on  foreign  land,  nor  upcm  chatteb  real  abroad* 

Saoceesion  dntj  is  payable  npon  chattels  real  sitoate  in 
England,  though  the  dcHuicil  of  the  testator  be  foreigiL 
The  personal  character  of  such  estate,  and  its  liability  to 
English  succession  duty,  is  determined  by  the  English 
law  as  the  Iw  aihu,  claiming  in  that  right  to  govern 
immovables. 

p.  214.  Succession  duty  is  payable  on  personal  estate  appointed 

by  the  will  of  a  testator  domiciled  abroad,  under  a  power 
of  appointment  created  by  an  English  will  or  settlement 
[And  see  the  Succession  Duty  Act,  1853  (16  &  17  Vict 
c  51),  8.  4.]  So  also,  oa  successions  to  a  settled  fund 
vested  in  English  trustees,  consisting  of  English  stocks 
and  shares,  though  the  instrument  creating  the  settlement 
was  the  will  of  a  testator  domiciled  abroad.  But  not,  it 
seems,  by  the  trustees  who  take  immediately  under  such 
a  will. 

p.  217.  So,  where  the  instrument  creating  the  trusts  of  the 

settlement  is  a  deed  inter  vivas.  So,  it  seems  in  such  a 
case  to  be  sufficient  that  the  funds  should  be  vested  in 
English  trustees,  though  they  have  not  actually  been 
brought  into  England. 

p.  220.  When  succession  duty  is  calculated  according  to  the 

degree  of  relationship  between  the  successor  and  the 
person  from  whom  the  succession  is  derived  upon  his 
death,  that  relationship  is  determined  by  the  law  of  the 
domicil  of  the  deceased. 

(f.)  Dittribfdion  of  Movable  Pereonal  E$tate  by  Eoceeuion 

and  AdminidrcUorB. 

p.  220.  The  distribution  of  movable  personal  estate  in  the 

hands  of  executors  or  administrators  is  regulated  gene- 
rally by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  deceased. 

p.  221.  But  when  the  deceased  was  domiciled  abroad,  and 

ancillary  administration  is  taken  out  here,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  priorities  of  creditors  will  not  be  regulated  by 
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the  English  law,  as  that  from  which  the  local  administrator 
derives  his  authority.  The  English  law  will  clearly  pre- 
vaily  as  the  hx  fori,  whenever  a  matter  of  procedure  is 
involved. 


Assiffnment  of  Movable  Personal  Estate  on  Bankruptcy  or 

Insolvency. 

To  found  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  it  is  p*  230. 
not  necessary  that  the  alleged  bankrupt  should  be  domiciled 
in  England.  It  is  sufiBcient  if  the  debt  in  respect  of  which 
bankruptcy  proceedings  are  taken  was  contracted,  and  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  took  place,  in  England,  the  debtor  him- 
self being  commorant  or  even  transiently  present  there. 
And  it  seems  to  be  enough  that  the  last  two  conditions 
should  be  complied  with,  though  the  debt  was  contracted 
abroad. 

Assignment  under  an  English  bankruptcy  includes  all 
movable  personal  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  wherever  situate, 
and  whatever  his  domiciL 

The  title  of  the  trustee  is  therefore  complete  to  all  pp- 231, 232. 
movable  chattels  of  the  bankrupt  abroad,  including  dhoses 
in  action.  But  if  a  foreign  creditor  of  the  bankrupt  has 
obtained  possession  of  any  such  movables  by  a  competent 
judgment  of  a  local  Oourt,  the  title  of  the  trustee  will  not 
prevail  against  him  even  in  England ;  though  there  is 
some  authority  for  contending  that  if  a  domiciled  English- 
man  has  used  like  diligence,  an  English  Court  will  not 
allow  him  to  hold  the  proceeds  as  against  the  trustee. 
Nothing  less,  however,  than  a  judgment  of  a  competent 
foreign  C!ourt  will  in  any  case  defeat  the  trustee's  title. 

Assignment  under  a  foreign  bankruptcy  to  foreign  p.  234. 
assignees  extends  to  all  the  movable  personal  estate  of 
the  bankrupt  in  England,  including  chases  in  action*  It 
is  not,  however,  clear  that  if  the  bankrupt's  domicil  be 
English  the  title  of  his  foreign  assignees  will  prevail 
against  that  of  his  personal  representative  on  his  death. 

The  right  of  the  foreign  assignees  to  sue  in  England  p.  235. 

2  K  2 
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for  a  debt  due  to  the  bankrupt  will  be  the  same  as  that 
which  would  be  conferred  hj  an  ordinary  English  assign- 
ment of  the  debt, 
p.  237.  Priorities  of  creditors  and  all  other  questions  of  proof 

and  distribution  under  a  bankruptcy  will  be  governed  by 
the  lex  fori;  which  will  deal  with  creditors  who  have  sub- 
mitted to  the  jurisdiction  by  coming  before  the  CJourt 
without  regard  to  their  domiciL 

AssiffnmerU  of  Personal  Property  on  Marriage. 

p.  239.  Where  no  marriage  contract  or  settlement  is  entered 

into,  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  and  to  each  other's  goods 
are  absolutely  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the 
husband  at  the  time  the  marriage  takes  place. 

pp.  241, 243.  When  there  is  such  a  marriage  contract  or  settlement, 
the  law  of  the  domicil  is  prima  facie  that  which  regulates 
its  validity  and  interpretation ;  but  if  the  place  where  the 
contract  is  executed  is  not  that  of  the  matrimonial  domi- 
cile the  governing  law  appears  to  be  that  of  the  place 
which  must  be  taken  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation 
of  the  parties,  either  as  their  intended  future  residenoe,  or 
as  the  locus  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  settlement. 

p.  240.  Even  where  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  proper  govern- 

ing law,  in  consequence  of  the  marriage  having  been 
celebrated,  and  the  contract  entered  into,  in  the  country 
of  the  domicil;  yet  the  rights  created  by  it  will  not 
prevail  against  a  subsequent  bankruptcy  of  the  husband 
in  a  competent  foreign  court,  inasmuch  as  the  distribution 
of  assets  in  a  concwrsw  of  creditors  is  governed  by  the  lex 
fori  alone. 
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Part  III— ACTS. 

CONTRACTS. 

(i.)  Jurisdidion  an  Contracts. 

The  jurisdiction  of  English  Courts  to  deal  with  con-  p.  248. 
tracts  in  which  a  foreign  element  existed  was  originally 
based  on  rules  of  practice  alone;    and  the  distinctions 
made  by  Boman  law  between  the  forum  aetoris,  the /arum 
ret  and  the  forum  rei  sitae,  rei  gestm^  or  rei  solvendm,  were 
ignored.     The  test  of  ventte,  provided  that  personal  service 
could  be  effected  on  the  defendant  within  the  realm,  was 
the  only  one  applied  in  the  Common  Law  Courts ;  whilst 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  which  was  unrestricted  by  the  rules 
of  vem^e,  had  a  discretionary  power  of  ordering  service  p.  249. 
without  the  realm  in  any  suit.    Actions  for  the  possession 
of  foreign  immovables  were  excluded  from  all  Courts ;  from 
the  Common  Law  Courts  by  the  rules  of  venue,  and  from  p.  252. 
the  Court  of  Chancery  on  principle. 

The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  gave  a  similar  p.  250. 
power  of  ordering  foreign  service  to  the  Common  Law 
Courts,  where  the  cause  of  action  arose  within  the  juris- 
diction, or  in  respect  of  a  breach  of  a  contract  made  within 
the  jurisdiction;  a  provision  which  was,  after  a  judicial 
conflict,  construed  to  include  the  case  of  a  contract  made 
abroad,  but  broken  within  the  realm. 

The  provisions  of  the  Judicature  Acts,  1873  and  1875,  p.  25J. 
give  a  similar  discretionary  power  of  ordering  foreign 
service  (a.)  where  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  is  land 
stock  or  property  situate  within  the  jurisdiction,  (b.)  in  all 
actions  on  contracts  made  within  the  jurisdiction,  or  (c.)  of 
which  there  has  been  a  breach  within  the  jurisdiction, 
wherever  they  were  made,  (d.)  in  actions  touching  any  act 
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or  thing  done,  to  be  done,  or  situate,  within  the  jnrisdic- 
tion.  If  the  action  does  not  fall  nnder  one  of  these  heads, 
the  mere  English  domicil  or  nationality  of  the  contracting 
parties  will  not  enable  foreign  service  to  be  ordered. 
The  restrictions  arising  from  the  roles  of  tfeMte  are 
abolished  altogether. 

Notwithstanding  the  abolition  of  venue,  actions  for  the 
possession  of  or  property  in  foreign  immoTables  will  not, 
it  would  seem,  be  now  entertained,  any  more  than  they 
p.  256.  could  have  been  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  under  the  old 

practice.  The  mere  fact,  however,  that  a  contract  relates 
to  foreign  immovables  will  not  restrain  an  English  Court 
from  dealing  with  it ;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  of 
course  indirectly  afifeot  foreign  immovables  by  acting  in 
pereanam,  as  heretofore. 

(ii).  Capacity  to  contract, 

p.  262.  The  capacity  to  contract  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 

word,  and  the  so*-called  capacity  to  enter  into  a  contract 
of  marriage,  are  decided  by  different  considerations^  and 
governed  by  different  rules. 

pp.  260, 261.  The  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is  entered  into, 
the  lex  loci  ceUbrationis,  is,  in  common  cases  of  contract, 
the  law  which  must  decide  the  capacity  of  the  contractors. 
[Except  so  far  as  the  obiter  dieta  in  Sottomayar  t.  De 
Barroa  on  appeal  may  be  considered  as  establishing  the 
supremacy  of  the  lex  doniieUiiJ] 

pp.  265-273.  In  the  contract  of  marriage,  the  question  strictly  speak- 
ing is  generally  not  one  of  the  capacity  or  incapacity 
of  the  parties,  but  of  the  legality  or  illegality  of  the 
marriage. 

The  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil  is  the  proper  law  to 
decide  whether  the  marriage  can,  by  the  use  of  any  forms, 
ceremonies,  or  preliminaries,  be  effected. 

The  law  of  the  place  of  celebration  is  the  proper  law  to 
decide  what  forms,  ceremonies,  or  preliminaries^  shall  be 
employed. 
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If  the  law  0f  the  matrimonial  domioil  is  such  that  the 
marriage  cannot  be  effected  by  obeying  its  directions,  but 
can  be  effected  by  obtaining  a  dispensation  from  its  pro- 
hibitions, the  marriage  cannot,  in  the  absence  of  such 
dispensation,  be  legalized  by  the  law  of  the  place  of 
celebration* 

The  law  of  any  conntry  may,  and  the  English  Boyal  p.  273. 
Marriage  Act  does,  not  only  prohibit  certain  persons  from 
contracting  marriage  in  England  except  on  prescribed 
conditions,  but  refuse  to  recognise  any  marriage  contracted 
by  such  persons  elsewhere  when  those  conditions  have  not 
been  complied  with. 

(iii)  Formalities  of  Contract. 

The  forms  and  ceremonies  which  the  law  of  the  place  p.  275. 
of  celebration  requires  for  the  constitution  of  a  contract, 
are  necessary  and  raiScient  for  that  purpose. 

But  where  the  Uxfori  demands  that  a  contract  shall  be  p.  277. 
evidenced  in  a  particular  manner,  these  rules  of  evidence 
mnst  be  complied  with,  thongh  their  indirect  effect  is  to 
impose  a  formality  of  celebration  not  required  by  the  Uc^ 
loci  ceUhrationis  or  sdutioniSy  or  to  refuse  as  insufficient 
formalities  by  which  the  20a;  loci  was  satisfied. 

Gonversely,  the  lex  fori  may  admit  evidence  which  the  p-  279. 
lex  loci  would  have  rejected;  but  the  contract,  though 
proved  as  a  fact,  will  in  such  cases  be  held  void  if  that 
evidence  shews  that  the  formalities  prescribed  by  the  lex 
loci  for  the  validity  of  the  contract,  as  distinguished  from 
the  manner  of  proving  it,  were  not  fulfilled. 

The  general  rule,  that  formalities  are  governed  by  the  p.  282. 
lex  loci  (JocuB  regit  austum)  does  not,  however,  apply  to  con- 
tracts which  concern  immovable  property,  as  to  which  the 
lex  sUtis  prevail&  * 

The  stamps  which  the  lex  fori  requires  on  documents  p.  283. 
executed  out  of  its  jurisdiction  are  rightly  prescribed  by 
it,  as  coming  under  the  head  of  evidence. 
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Where  the  lex  fori  is  silent,  the  stamp  reqairements  of 
the  lex  loci  actus  must  be  complied  with, 

(iv.)  LegaliJty  of  the  Oonira^. 

p.  287.  xhe  legality  of  a  contract  depends  generally  upon  the 

law  of  the  place  of  intended  performance, 

p.  288.  j^  g^^  which  is  illegal  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it 

is  intended  to  be  done  cannot  be  validly  contracted  for  in 
any  place. 

P-  ^^'  But  the  legality  of  the  making  of  the  agreement,  i.&, 

the  giving  a  particular  consideration  for  a  particular 
promise— seems  to  depend  upon  the  lex  loci  actus. 

(v.)  Essentials  of  the  Contract, 

p.  298.  Generally,  the  essentials  of  a  contract  are  governed  by 

that  law  which  the  parties  intended  by  their  agreement 
to  adopt 

p.  311.  This  law,  prima  faciCf  is  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 

contract  was  made  {lex  loci  celebrationis) ;  but  may  be  any 
other  which  the  parties  have  suflSciently  indicated  their 
intention  of  adopting. 

pp.  301-309.  (1.)  The  construction  and  interpretation  of  contracts  is 
prima  facie  a  matter  for  the  lex  loci  celebrationis^  but  the 
object  and  subject-matter  of  the  contract,  the  domicil  of 
the  parties,  and  the  place  of  intended  performance,  may 
each  and  all  indicate  that  the  parties  intended  to  refer 
the  interpretation  of  their  language  to  a  different  law. 

pp.  309-369.  (2.)  The  nature  and  incidents  of  the  obligation  are  also 
prima  facie  governed  by  the  lex  loci  celebrationis,  as  the 
law  which  the  parties  are  presumed  to  have  intended  to 
apply  to  the  unforeseen  incidents  of  the  vinculum  or 
legal  tie. 

pp.  313, 326.  But  in  contracts  of  affreightment  and  bottomry  bonds 
the  parties  are  presumed  to  have  contracted  with  reference 
to  the  law  of  the  ship's  flag,  that  flag  being  a  notice  to 
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all  the  world  of  the  extent  of  the  master's  aothority  to 
bind  his  owners.  The  validity,  however,  of  a  sale  by  the 
master  of  the  ship  or  cargo,  in  a  foreign  port,  depends 
upon  the  lex  loot  aetttSy  which  governs  the  transfer,  without 
reference  to  the  law  of  the  flag* 

And  where  it  is  expressly  or  impliedly  agreed  that  any  p.  339. 
future  incidents  of  the  contract  shall  be  governed  by  the 
law  of  the  place  where  they  arise,  that  law  will,  of  course, 
so  far  prevail. 

Thus  all  incidents  of  performance  will  be  governed  by  pp.  389»  369. 
the  law  of  the  place  of  performance. 

With  regard  to  bills  of  exchange,  the  contract  of  the  p-  3^9. 
acceptor  must  be  measured,  so  far  as  the  original  liability 
is  ooncerned,  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  be  enters  into 
it ;  so  far  as  the  mode,  time,  and  conditicms  of  payment 
are  concerned,  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  bill  is 
payable.  The  liability  of  the  drawer  and  indorser,  being 
conditional  on  default  by  the  acceptor,  will  depend  so  far 
as  that  condition  is  concerned,  upon  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  acceptor's  contract  ought  to  have  been  fulfilled. 
And  it  seems  that  the  contract  of  the  acceptor,  as  well  as 
of  his  surety  the  drawer,  is  to  pay  to  an  indorsee  under 
an  indorsement  valid  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  acceptance, 
though  this  is  still  doubtful. 

The  nature  and  incidents  of  a  contract  entered  into  by  p.  365. 
an  agent  in  a  foreign  place,  and  the  extent  of  the  agent's 
authority,  would  also  seem  to  depend,  prima  faoief  upon 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  agent  contracts. 

But  in  contracts  of  affreightment  and  hypothecation 
entered  into  by  a  master  of  a  ship,  the  contract  between 
the  owners  and  freighters  is  referred  to  the  law  of  the 
ship's  flag;  and  qtuere,  whether  this  principle  does  not 
extend  to  all  contracts  entered  into  by  the  master  on 
behalf  of  the  owners  ? 

(3.)  Performance  of  the  Contraei, — ^Performance  or  non-  p.  369. 
performance  of  a  contract,  and  the  consequent  dissolution 
of  the  obligation,  is  tested  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  contract  was  intended  to  be  performed. 
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Quasre,  whether  the  nnforeseeB  incidents  of  the  obKgar 
tion,  which  arise  in  the  conrse  of  performanoe,  bt&  goremed 
by  the  Z00  Uei  eeUbraUania  or  9oluHani$f  Semble^  the 
former,  at  anj  rate  it*  any  external  facts,  sQch  as  the 
domicil  of  the  parties,  tend  to  indioate  an  intention  to 
adopt  that  law« 

p.  373.  The  illegality,  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  petfonnanoe, 

of  the  performance  contracted  for,  invalidates  the  contract 
ah  iniiio. 

p. 376.  (4.)  Disdharffe  ofihsOcmtraet  otherwise  ihanhg  ferfonih- 

(Mice, — ^The  discharge  of  a  contract,  when  not  the  natural 
result  of  the  agreement,  nor  the  indirect  consequence  of 
the  rules  of  the  lex  fori  as  to  the  time  within  which  a 
remedy  must  be  sought^  may  be  effected  by  tlie  law  of 
the  place  where  the  contract  was  made. 

p.  378.  A  discharge  by  the  laws  or  tribunals  of  a  paramount 

legislature,  such  as  that  of  the  United  Kingdom,  will  bind 
tribunals  of  the  subordinate  jurisdictions,  wherever  the 
contract  was  made,  if  the  paramount  legislature  intended 
it  to  have  that  effect. 

p.  382.  But  a  discharge,  to  claim  recognition  in  a  foreign  Court, 

mnst  be  an  absolute  discharge  of  the  obligation,  and  not  a 
mere  refusal  of  a  remedy. 

p.  384.  '  A  contract  may  also  be  discharged  by  a  novation  or  a 

release,  forming  a  new  agreement  between  the  ^parties, 
and  executed  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  lex  lod 

TORTS. 

p.  389.  (i-)  Jwrisdietion  as  to  Torts. — An  English  Court  has 

jurisdiction  to  try  actions  based  on  torts  to  the  person,  or 
to  movable  personal  property,  wherever  those  torts  were 
committed. 

p.  390.  Torts  to  immovable  property  situate  abroad  were  for- 

merly excluded  from  English  Courts  by  the  technical 
rules  of  venue. 

Whether  they  were  also  excluded  by  any  principle  of 
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international  law,  and  whether,  therefore,  an  English  Court 
is  still  without  jurisdiction  to  try  actions  based  on  such 
torts,  has  not  been  decided,  and  appears  very  doubtful. 

(ii.)  Measure  of  the  wrong  done. — When  an  action  is  p*  393. 
brought  in  an  English  Court  on  a  tort  committed  abroad, 
the  act  complained  of  must  be  wrongful  both  by  English 
law  and  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  was  committed, 

(Query,  whether  it  must  not  only  be  wrongful,  but  also 
actionable,  by  the  latter  law  ?) 

Legislation  in  the  country  where  the  act  was  committed,  p.  394. 
purging  the  tort,  though  ex  pod  facto  and  retrospective  in 
its  operation,  will  be  a  good  answer  to  an  action  in  an 
English  Court. 

If  the  place  where  the  act  complained  of  was  committed  p-  89S. 
is  not  under  the  domain  of  any  special  municipal  law,  the 
lex  fori  will  be  applied  to  test  the  tortious  nature  of  the 
act. 

The  lex  fori  in  English  Courts,  with  respect  to  wrongful 
collision  on  the  high  seas,  is  the  general  law  maritime  as 
administered  in  England. 

But  where  both  the  parties  to  the  collision  are  British  p.  408. 
subjects,  the  general  law  maritime  is  modified  by  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Acts. 

(iii.)  Meaewre  of  the  remedy. — The  remedy  in  general  p.  899. 
depends,  like  other  questions  of  procedure,  upon  the  lex 
fori^  the  question  whether  the  act  is  one  which  is  entitled 
to  a  remedy  at  all  being  decided  by  the  law  of  the  place 
where  it  was  committed. 

(Query,  how  far  an  act  criminal  but  not  actionable  by 
the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was  committed  is  actionable 
in  England  ?) 

The  provisions  of  the  English  Merchant  Shipping  Act  P-  ^^* 
which  limit  the  liability  of  the  ship-owners  for  damage 
done  by  the  ship  are  not  rules  of  remedy  or  procedure 
which  apply  universally  in  the  right  of  the  lex  fori^  but 
are  applicable  by  express  enactment  to  foreign  ships,  when 
their  rights  and  liabilities  with  respect  to  collision  on  the 
high  seas  come  in  question  in  an  English  Court. 
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p.  408.  The  proviaions  of  the  English  Merchant  Shipfong  Acts 

which  direct  that  redress  shall  not  be  given  in  cases  of 
collision,  where  the  mles  of  the  same  Acts  as  to  navigation 
have  not  been  complied  with,  are  not  roles  of  remedy  or 
procedure,  bot  tend  to  determine  the  tortious  nature  of  the 
acts  resulting  in  collision.  They  are  not  therefore  appli- 
cable to  collisions  on  the  high  seas,  except  between  British 
vessels,  or  even  to  such  collisions  in  British  territorial 
waters. 
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Part  IV.— PEOCEDURE. 

(L)  Procedure  and  Evidence. 

The  remedy  is  to  be  enforced  aooording  to  the  mode  of  p.  412. 
the  lex  fori,  though  the  right  of  action  be  sometimes  indi- 
rectly affected  by  the  application  of  the  rule.    Thus, 

(i.)  (a.)  The  lex  fori  controls  the  question  of  the  name  in  p.  413. 
which  the  action  is  to  be  brought,  but  not  the  title  to  a 
right  of  action,  when  that  affects  the  ultimate  direction  in 
which  its  benefits  are  to  flow.    Title  validly  conferred 
creates  a  foundation  for  procedure. 

(b.)  So  liability  is  determined  by  the  proper  law  which  p.  417. 
imposes  it>  but  when  a  personal  liability  is  once  imposed, 
the  mode  in  which  it  is  enforced,  as,  for  example,  by  joint 
or  several  procedure,  depends  upon  the  lex  fori. 

(ii.)  The  lex  fori  determines  the  time  within  which  an  p.  420. 
action  may  be  brought ;  that  is,  the  time  within  which  an 
obligation  may  be  enforced  depends  upon  the  law  of  the 
tribunal  which  is  asked  to  enforce  it.  But  when  the  com- 
petent law  has  declared  that  an  obligation,  after  a  given 
time,  shall  be  extinguished,  and  not  merely  rendered  in- 
capable of  being  enforced  in  a  particular  tribunal,  the  law 
of  another  tribunal  cannot,  by  fixing  a  longer  term  of  pre- 
scription, revive  it.  This  qualification  would  seem  to 
apply,  whether  the  party  against  whom  it  is  sought  to 
revive  the  defunct  obligation  has  resided  during  the  whole 
term  of  prescription  under  the  dominion  of  the  lex  con' 
tractus  or  actus,  or  not. 

(iii.)  The  fee /on  determines  the  form  and  nature  of  the  p-  ^24. 
action  by  which  a  personal  liability  is  sought  to  be  enforced, 
and  the  process  or  execution  which  the  tribunal  uses  to 
enforce  it.     But  the  lex  fori  can  never  convert  into  a 
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personal  liability  that  which  is  not  so  by  the  law  which 
created  the  obligation. 

p.  431.  (i^O.  ^^^  ^  /^  determines  the  evidence  by  which  an 

obligation  most  or  may  be  prored.  It  cannot,  however, 
create  an  obligation  where  none  existed  before,  though  it 
may  refnse  to  recognise  one  that  already  exists. 

p.  432.  (y.)  All  foreign  facts,  inclading  the  meaning  of  language 

and  the  existence  of  laws,  are  objective  facts  to  be  proved, 
of  which  the  Ooort  will  not  take  judicial  notice. 

(ii.)  Foreign  Judgments. 

p.  443.  A  foreign  judgment^  though  not  a  merger  of  the  original 

cause  of  actk>n,  gives  rise  to  a  l^gal  obligation  to  obey  its 
decree. 

pp.  445, 449.  Foreign  judgments  may  be  impeached  in  an  English 
Court  for  a  defect  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  which 
pronounced  them,  or  for  the  fraud  of  the  litigant  relying 

pp.  450, 460-  on  them ;  but  not  for  ^ror  of  law  or  of  fact  (except  an 

^^'  error  in  the  law  of  the  Court  which  pronounced  it,  admitted 

by  the  parties  ) ;  nor  on  the  merits. 

p.  457.  The  sufficiency  of  the  notice  given  to  the  defendant  by 

the  foreign  tribunal  is  included  under  the  head  of  juris- 
diction. 

p.  467.  If  no  fraud  or  defect  in  the  jurisdiction  is  allied,  a 

foreign  judgment  in  ferefma/m^  final  in  the  court  which 
pronounced  it,  is  condusive  in  every  other  court  between 
the  same  parties  or  privies,  whether  relied  on  by  a  plain* 
tiff  or  defendant 

p.  468.  Subject  to  the  same  qualifications^  a  foreign  judgment 

in  rem  is  conclusive  not  only  between  the  same  parties  or 
privies,  but  as  against  all  the  world,  though  not  pleadable 
as  an  estoppel  even  between  parties  to  the  original  action. 

p.  471.  No  presumption  will  be  allowed  as  to  the  grounds  on 

which  it  proceeded,  but  where  those  grounds  are  ex- 
pressed, it  will  be  conclusive  as  to  them,  as  well  as  with 
respect  to  the  facts  directly  adjudicated  upon. 

p.  473.  A  foreign  judgment  on  9tiUu%  stands  in  the  same  position 


CONTINUOUS  SUMMARY.  511 

as  a  foreign  judgment  in  rem,  the  question  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Oourt  which  pronounced  it  being  decided  by 
the  ordinary  rules  applicable  to  the  stcUm  of  persons. 

The  rule  that  a  foreign  judgment,  to  be  relied  on,  must  p.  475. 
be  conclusiye,  operates  to  exclude  the  plea  of  lis  alibi 
pendens,  when  the  prior  suit  is  pending  in  a  foreign 
court ;  as  well  as  the  plea  of  res  judiecUa,  when  the  prior 
suit  was  pending  in  the  foreign  court  when  the  action  in 
which  it  is  pleaded  commenced;  but  the  fact  that  an 
appeal  is  pending  against  the  judgment  relied  on,  does 
not  affect  its  validity  in  a  foreign  court 
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ABANDONMENT  OP  DOMICIL,  10, 11 
divests  domicil  if  acquired,  11 
implies  animus  rdinquendij  10 
(See  "  DomoiL.") 

ACCEPTOR  OF  BILL  OP  EXCHANGE, 
liability  of,  851 
agreement  by,  to  aocept,  862 
(See  **  BiLu  of  Exchange.") 

ACQUISITION  OP  DOMICIL,  10 
(See  "  Domicil.") 

ACTS  OP  STATE,  found  no  civil  Uability,  103,  394 

ADJUSTMENT,  by  foreign  average-stater,  889 

ADMINISTRATION,  194, 197,  220 

(See  "  Property  "  (movable).) 

ADMINISTRATION  DUTY,  208 

governed  by  local  situation  of  assets,  209,  210 

ADMINISTRATOR, 
right  and  title  of,  197 
distribution  by,  220 
under  foreign  grant,  415 

ADMISSIBILITY  OP  EVIDENCE,  277,  431 

APPREIGHTMENT,  contracts  of,  governed  by  law  of  ship's  flag, 
813-880 

AGENCY,  incident  of  contract,  865 

AGENT,  in  foreign  country,  866 

AGENT  IN  ENGLAND  OP  FOREIGN  MERCHANT,  does  not 
pledge  credit  of  bis  principal,  868 

ALJENS,  naturalization  and  privileges  of,  2-7 

(See  "  Nationality,"  "  Naturalization.*') 
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ALLEGIANCE,  1-3 

transfer  of,  on  cession  of  territory,  G 
distingaished  from  tie  of  domicil,  8 
(See  **  Nationauty.") 

AMBASSADORS, 

diplomatic  immunity  of,  105-116 
extra-territoriality  of,  106 
may  waive  immunity,  107 
but  not  by  trading,  115 
statutory  privilege  of,  108 
summary,  118 

AMBASSADORS'  SERVANTS, 
immunity  of,  by  statute,  108 
service  of,  must  be  hondftde.  111 
may  waive  immunity  by  trading,  109 
list  of,  furnished  to  Secretary  of  State,  113 

ANIMUS  MANENDI,  13 

ANIMUS  RELINQUENDI,  or  nan  rwertmdi,  12 

ANNUITIES  ON  FOREIGN  LAND,  not  liable  to  succession  duty, 
213 

APPOINTMENTS,  TESTAMENTARY, 
forms  of,  188 
liability  of,  to  Succession  Duty,  214 

APPROPRIATION  OP  ASSETS,  204 

ARREST,  of  person,  given  by  the  lex  fori,  430 

ASSETS, 

distribution  of,  by  tex/orij  240 
local  situation  of,  209 

ASSIGNABILITY  OF  CHOSES  IN  ACTION,  235-237 

ASSIGNEES,  of  bankrupt,'  title  of,  235 

ASSIGNMENT  ON  BANKRUPTCY,  166,  228 
(See  "  Pbopkrty.") 

ASSIGNMENT  ON  MARRIAGE,  167,  239 
(See  "  Property.") 

ATTACHMENT,  foreign,  of  bankrupt's  property,  233 

ATTAINDER,  no  extrarterritorial  effect,  57,  58 

AVERAGE,  foreign  statement  of,  339 
general,  339 
York  and  Antwerp  Rules  of,  342 


INDEX.  515 

BANKRUPTCY,  effect  of,  on  immovables,  165 

(See  "  Property  "  (immovable).) 
effect  of,  on  movables,  228 

(See  **  Property  *  (movable).) 
effect  of,  on  contracts,  878,  381 
title  of  assignees  under  foreign,  234,  415 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE, 
Stamps  on,  286 
contract  of  drawer,  349 
contract  of  acceptor,  351 
contract  of  indorser,  350 
indorsement  of,  355 
presentment  and  dishonour  of,  351 
notice  of  dishonour,  353 
payment  of,  370 
interest  on,  351 
assignability  of,  360 
proposed  Code  of  Rules  for,  363 

BILLS  OF  LADING,  by  what  law  governed,  330 

BONA  NOTABILIA,  local  probate  duty  attaches  on,  203 

BOTTOMRY  BONDS,  by  what  law  governed,  326 

BUSINESS  OF  TRADING  COMPANY,  principal  seat  of,  85,  86 
(See  "  Corporation.") 


CAPACITY,  28-39 

defined  and  explained,  28-30 

how  far  dependent  on  the  Ux  lod  domicilii,  31,  33-35 

to  act  or  contract,  how  far  dependent  on  lex  loci  actus^  31 

to  marry,  32,  49,  262 

of  a  married  woman  to  contract,  33 

of  legatees,  where  their  domidl  differs  from  the  testator's,  34 

summary,  37 

CARGO,  delivery  of,  by  hx  loci,  375 

CARRIAGE 

by  sea  and  land,  contract  for,  346-349 
performance  of,  871 

CARRIER,  liability  of,  345 

CHARTER-PARTY,  governed  by  law  of  ship's  flag,  813-330,  373 

CHATTELS  (See  *«  Property  "  (movable;.) 

CHATTELS  REAL,  not  movable  personalty,  140,  170 

2  L  2 
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CHILDREN, 

legitimacy  of,  3^-46 

(See  «  Ltoitimaot.") 
meaning  of  word  in  will,  191 

COLLISIONS  ON  HIGH  SEAS^  407 

COMITT,  international,  what  is,  299,  443 

COMPANIES  ACT,  1862, 

includes  corporate  companies  created  by  a  jurisdiction  subordinate 
to  British  Crown,  and  having  branch  office  in  England,  77 
bat  not  a  mere  foreign  association,  78 

COMPANY,  foreign,  liability  of  individual  members  of,  419 

(See  "  COBFORATIOK.") 

CONFIRMATION  OF  THE  EXECUTOR,  by  Scotch  law,  effect 
of,  204 

CONSULS,  retain  their  domicil,  18 

CONTRACTS,  247 

Jurisdiction  as  to,  248 

common  law  rules,  249 

effect  of  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  250 

Chancery  Rules,  252 
^  effect  of  Judicature  Acts,  251 

venue,  origin  of,  249 

venue,  abolition  of,  255 

mode  of  objecting  to  jurisdiction,  257 

Summaiy,  258 
Law  of  the  Contract,  260 
Capacity  to  oentract,  260 

effect  of  lex  loctj  261 

effect  of  lex  domicUn^  262 

capacity  to  contract  marriage,  263-273 

Royal  Marriage  Act,  273 

Summary,  274 
Formalities  of  Contract,  275 

governed  by  lex  loci,  276 

effect  of  lex/ori,  277-282 

contracts  for  transfer  of  immovables,  282 

stamps,  283 

Summary,  297 
Legality  of  Contract,  287 

l^ality  of  performance,  288 

legality  of  agreement,  292 

Summary,  297 
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GONTRAOTS— con^incMd. 
Essentials  of  Contract,  298 

Gonstniction  and  interpretation,  300 

in  aoooidanoe  with  intention  of  parties;  304 

generally  by  lex  loci  celdnxUioniSy  301 
Nature  and  Incidents  of  Obligation,  309 

governed  by  law  contemplated  by  parties,  310 

in  contracts  of  affreightment,  by  law  of  flag,  313-330 

in  bottomry  bonds,  326 

sales  in  foreign  port,  331 

average  statements,  339 

contracts  for  carriage,  346 

Bills  of  Exchange,  349 

Bills  of  Exchange,  indorsement  of,  355  ' 

Bills  of  Exchange,  assignability  of,  360 

Bills  of  Exchange,  proposed  code  of  rules  for,  363 

interest  for  breach,  403 

agency,  365 

English  agent  of  foreign  merchant,  368 
Performance,  369 

payment  of  bills,  870 

contract  of  carriage,  371 

delivery  of  cargo,  373,  375 

illegality  of  performance,  374 

adjustment  of  average,  375 
Discharge,  376 

by  lex  loci,  377 

bankruptcy  discharge  by  paramount  jurisdiction,  378 

English  bankruptcy,  381 

discharge  of  surety,  383 

discharge  by  novation,  884 
Summary,  essentials,  385 

CORPORATIONS,  FOREIGN,  71-87 
artificial  personalty  of,  72 
how  far  recognised,  ib. 
may  sue  as  plaintiffs,  f&. 
are  liable  to  be  sued  as  defendants,  74 
service  of  writ  upon,  76 
when  created  by  subordinate  jarisdiotion,  77 
where  domiciled,  78 
where  resident,  80,  83 

double  domicil  of,  for  purposes  of  jurisdiction,  80 
but  not  for  general  purposes,  81-85 
liability  of,  to  income  tax,  81 

COUNTER-CLAIM,  right  to,  governed  by  lex/ori,  376 

CRIMINAL  OFFENCE  by  lex  lociy  not  necessarily  actionable,  396 
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GURATOBS,  foreign,  how  far  reoogoiaed  in  Engknd,  85 

CUBRENCY,  rate  of,  in  portions  and  legacies,  304 

CURTESY,  eatatea  by  the,  enated  by  te  0t»vt,  167 

CUSTOM,  local,  incorporated  into  contract^  307 
of  City  of  London  as  to/eme  covert  trading,  416 
local,  proved  by  parol  eyidence,  433 

DAMAGES,  measure  of,  by  lex  fori,  399 

DEFENDANT,  mnst  be  justiciable,  254 
joinder  of,  governed  by  lex  fori,  417 
but  not  liability  of,  417 

DELIVERY  OF  CARGO,  by  lex  loei,  254 

DISCHARGE,  of  contract,  876 
of  surety,  383 
by  novation,  384 

(See  "  Contbact/) 

DISCOVERY,  by  litigant  oorporationB,  86 
by  litigant  States,  91 

DISHONOUR  OF  BILL,  notice  of,  361--354 
{See  **  Bills  of  EzGHANeB.") 

DISSOLUTION  OF  MABRIAGE,  59-70 
(See  "DnroBca.**) 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  ASSETS^ 

by  executors  and  administrators,  220 
under  bankruptcy,  governed  by  lex  fori,  237 

DIVORCE,  59-69 

of  English  marriage  by  foreign  oourt,  not  raoognised,  59,  60 
unless,  perhaps,  where  the  parties  are  domiciled  within  the  juris- 
diction of  such  court,  61 
for  cause  insufficient  by  English  law,  62 
by  vows  of  chastity,  62 
jurisdiction  of  English  Court  to  decree,  68 

requires  English  domidl,  65-69 
Summary,  69 

DOCUMENTS,  foreign,  how  proved,  433 
(See  **  Pbocbdurb.") 

DOMICIL,  8-28 
defined,  8 

distinguished  from  nationality,  5,  6,  21 
is  a  question  of  fact,  9 
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of  origin,  9 

follows  that  of  the  father,  9 

except  in  certain  caflOB,  9 

adheres  until  an  independent  domigil  is  aoqairod,  10 

reverts  in  transitUf  10, 11 
by  acquisition,  10 

manner  of  acquiring,  by /oc^um  and  animuSy  10-15 

indicia  of,  13-16, 18-21 

presumption  of  law  as  to,  16-19 
mercantile,  24,  25 
of  infant,  9 
of  orphan,  10 
of  married  woman,  16-18 
for  testamentary  purposes,  22 
election  of,  by  French  shareholder,  447 
statutory  or  municipal,  22, 23 
of  consuls  and  ambassadors,  18, 19 
effect  on  personal  status,  31 
effect  on  marriage,  48,  240 
effect  on  movable  successions,  189-224 

(See  "  Pbopbbty.") 
effect  on  contracts,  255 
Summary,  25 

DOUBLE  DOMICIL,  impossibility  of,  24 

DOWBY,  estates  in,  created  by  lex  situs,  167 

DBA  WEB,  of  Bill  of  Exchange,  liability  of,  349 
(See  *'  BiLi^  OF  Exohanoe.") 

ELECTION,  foreign  heir  when  put  to,  146,  155,  103 
EMINENT  DOMAIN,  meaning  of,  120 
ESSENTIALS,  of  contract,  298-384 

(See  «  COMTBACT.") 

of  marriage,  depend  on  lex  domicUii,  48-52 
(See  *•  Mabbiaob.**) 

EVIDENCE,  admissibility  and  sufficiency  of,  depend  on  lex  fori,  277, 
431 
of  foreign  documents,  433 
of  foreign  law,  435 

EXECUTION,  of  process,  generally  for  lex  fori,  428 
(See  "  Pbooedubb.") 

EXECUTORS  (See  «  PaoPBBTy,"  movable,  suocBaaion  ax>). 
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EXECUTOR  DB  SON  TORT,  206 
EXONERATION,  of  real  estate  aituatod  abroad,  147, 162 
EXPERT,  to  prove  foreign  law,  who  is  anffioieat,  438 
EXTRA-TERRITORIALITY,  105 

FORMALITIES, 
of  contract,  276 
governed  by  lex  lod  oeUbrationiSf  276 

(See  *•  CONTBAOTB.'*) 

FORMALITIES  OF  MARRIAGE,  governed  hy  lex  loci  edebraiionis, 
48-^2 

(See  **  Mabmags.") 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF,  matter  of  procedure  for  te/ori,  277.  432 

FUNDS, 

settled  in  England,  liable  to  Buooeaaion  duty,  216 

in  stocks  transferable  abroad,  not  liable  to  probate  duty,  209 

GRECIAN  JURISPRUDENCE,  no  trace  of  private  intematioDal  law 
in,  XXV 

GUARDIANS)  foreign,  bow  far  recognised  in  England,  36 

HERITABLE  BONDS,  SCOTCH, 
are  real  estate,  147, 160 
descend  to  Scotch  heir,  147 
when  defeated  by  collateral  security,  148 
exoneration  of,  161 

HIGH  SEAS,  torts  committed  on,  403 

HOSTILE  CHARACTER  OF  PRIVATE  PROPERTY  IN  TIME  OF 
WAR,  24,  25 

HOTCHPOT,  Scotch  heir  of  English  intestate  not  compelled  to  bring 
land  into,  161 

HUBER,  commente  on  the  absence  of  private  international  law  from 
the  jurisprudence  of  Rome,  xxv 

HYPOTHECATION, 
of  ship  or  cargo,  332 
by  bottomry  bond,  326 

ILLEGALITY, 
of  contract,  292 
of  performance,  288 
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IMMOVABLES  (See  "  Pbopbbty.") 

INCAPACITY,  28-39 
theories  as  to,  28,  29 
distinguislied  from  prohibition,  30 
to  act  or  contract,  31 
to  marry,  32,  263-273 

INCIDENTS  OF  CONTRACT,  809 

INCOME  TAX,  foreign  company  when  liable  to,  81 

INDEPENDENCE  OP  SOVEREIGN  STATE,  for  the  judicial  cog- 
nizance of  the  Court,  101 

INDIAN  CORPORATION,  within  Companies  Act,  77 

INDORSEE  OF  BILL,  title  of,  360 

INDORSEMENT  OP  BILL,  what  sufficient,  355 

INDOBSBR  OF  BILL,  liabiUty  of,  850 
See  C*  Bill  of  Exqbahgs.") 

INFANT, 

domicil  o^  9, 10 

incapacity  of,  tested  by  the  lex  loci  actue^  31, 32 

where  no  act  or  contract  involved,  by  lex  domtcUiiy  33 

guardianship  of,  35-37 

jurisdiction  of  lex  loci  over,  35,  36 

INTENTION,  necessary  to  a  change  of  domicil,  15 
{See  *'  AiiiMUs  Relinquehdl") 

"  DOMICIL.* 

of  parties  to  contract,  304,  310-^29 

INTEREST,  rate  of,  determined  by  lex  contractue,  370 

INTESTACY, 

as  to  immovables,  159-163 
as  to  movables,  194-223 
(See  "  Pbopbbty.") 

IRISH  PROBATES,  effect  of,  in  England,  205 

JUDGMENTS, 

foreign,  how  proved,  434 

in  personam,  442 

mode  of  enforcmg,  448 

no  merger  of  original  cause  of  action,  443 

mode  of  pleading,  444 

examinable  for  excess  of  jurisdiction,  445 

or  want  of  notice  to  defendant,  457 
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JUDGMENTS-omfffiiied. ' 
or  fraud,  i49 

but  not  for  mistake  of  law,  450 
or  fact,  461,  467 

founded  on  local  Statute  of  LimitatioDs,  no  bar,  423 
in  remj  468 

conclusive  against  all  the  world,  469 
as  to  matter  decided  and  grounds  of  decision,  471 
but  examinable  for  excess  of  jurisdiction,  470 
or  fraud,  449,  472 
OQ  siaiuB  of  persons,  478 
Summary,  477 

JUDICATURE  ACTS, 

efifect  of,  on  assignability  of  cho99e  in  action,  236 
abolition  of  venue  by,  129,  256 

JURISDICTION, 

as  to  immovables,  120-186,  889 

(Bee  "  Phopebty  "  (imjiovablb).) 
as  to  movables,  170 

(See  **  Pbopkbtt  "  (movadlb).) 
as  to  contracts,  128,  248 
as  to  torts,  389 

(See  «  CONTBAOTS,"  "  TOBTS.") 

essential  to  validity  of  foreign  judgment,  445 

KING'S  PEACE,  assaulto  committed  beyond  the,  392 

LAW,  foreign,  how  proved,  435 
(See  **  Pbocbdube.'*) 

LEGACIES  (See  **  Wills,"  **  Pbopebtt.") 

LEGACY  DUTY, 

estimated  according  to  the  lex  domicilii  of  the  testator,  43 
payable  to  government  of  domicil  without  r^ard  to  actual  situation 
of  estate,  212 

LEGATEE,  capacity  of,  depends  on  the  lex  domicUii^'M 

LEGITIMACY,  39-46 

in  connection  with  succession  to  land,  by  lex  situs  and  lex  dami- 

cUii,  39, 40 
of  Scotch  heirs,  39,  45 
for  purposes  of  succession  to  movables,  depends  on  the  hx  domi- 

cUii  of  the  testator,  41 
or  of  the  intestate,  43 

for  purposes  of  estimating  hesuiy  and  Sucoessioa  Duty,  43 
when  decided  by  the  kx  domidUi,  47,  55 
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LEGITIMACY— «m*rJitted. 

must  not  involve  recognition  of  incest,  44 
statutory  declaration  of,  45 
Summary,  46 

LEGITIMATION 

per  suhsequena  matrimonium^  41,  43 

depends  on  the  lex  domicilii  of  the  father  at  the  time  of  birth, 
40,41 

LEX  CONTRACTUS,  260-385 
cdetnutionie^  261,  276,  801 
solutionis,  369 

{See  "  CoHTBACfTS.") 

LEX  DOMICILII, 

how  &r  it  determines  capacity  or  incapacity  of  the  person,  31-35 

legitimacy  of  legatee,  43 

governs  essentials  and  legality  of  marriage,  48 

no  effect  on  transfer  of  movables,  177 

governs  movable  successions,  189-224 

governs  assignments  of  movables  on  marriage,  240 

subject  to  intention  and  agreement  of  parties,  241,  243 

LEX  FORI, 

governs  procedure,  413 
governs  priorities,  221, 240^  425 
governs  evideuce,  277,  431 
governs  prescriptions  and  limitations,  420 
except  where  opposed  by  lex  situs  with  respeot  to  immovables, 
144,421 

LEX  LOCI  ACTUS, 
decides  capacity,  31 
how  &r  controlled  by  lex  domicilii^  32 

LEX  LOCI  CELEBRATIONIS, 
decides  capacity,  31,  261 
governs  forms  and  non-essentials  of  marriage,  48 
operation  on  marriage  contracts,  243 
operation  on  contracts  generally,  276,  301 

LEX  LOCI  SOLUTIONIS,  369 

{See  "  CONTBAOTB.") 

LEX  SITUS, 

governs  as  to  immovables,  39,  40,  121,  139, 142, 146, 152, 155, 
159 
{See  "  Pbopebtt  "  (uiifOVABLE).) 
effect  of,  on  movables,  173 
effect  of,  on  transfer  of  movables,  176, 179 
{See  **  Pbopebtt  ^  (movable).) 
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LIABILITY,  of  defendant^  not  created  by  Uixjori^  417,  429 

LIEN,  on  movablefl,  how  created,  181 

LIMITATION, 

Statutes  of,  affecting  immoTables,  142 
generally  governed  by  hx/ari^  420 
except  as  to  immovabioB,  142,  421 

LIS  ALIBI  PENDENS, 
when  a  good  plea,  475 
no  bar  when  prior  action  in  foreigD  Court,  476 

LUNACY,  by  20a:  domicaU,  35 

LUNATIC,  foreign  committee  of,  37 

MARITIME  LAW, 
general,  316 
its  nature,  333,  367,  403 

MARRIAGE, 

capacity  for,  30,  32, 262 
(See  "  Capacity.*) 
dissolution  of  (See  '*  Divobce.") 
essentials  of,  depend  on  the  hoc  domicilii^  48-52 
forms  of,  depend  on  the  lex  loci  oekbrationts,  48-62 
incestuous,  not  reoc^ised,  53 
validity  of,  47-58 
with  deceased  ¥afe*B  sister,  80,  54 
of  first-cousins^  32,  51 
of  Mormons,  63 
of  Parsees,  53 

prohibition  of,  by  lex  domicilii^  48,  51,  54 
effect  of,  on  immovables,  167 
effect  of,  on  movables,  239 

(See  **  Peopkbty.'^ 
contract,  223,  241,  243 
Summary,  58 

MARRIAGE  ACT,  ROYAL,  57 

MARRIED  WOMAN, 
her  right  to  sue,  416 
her  domidl,  when  distinct,  17 
her  personal  property,  239 

legacy  to,  paid  to  husband  where  no  equity  to  settlement  by  lex 
domicilii,  416 

MARSHALLING,  doctrine  of,  applied  U>  heirs  of  immovables  only  by 
lex  loci,  126 


INPBX.  525 

MEASURE, 

of  tortious  act,  393 

of  remedy  and  damages,  399,  402 

MERCANTILE  DOMICIL,  24,  26 

MERCHANT  SHIPPING  ACTS»  limitation  of  liability  by,  404,  408 

MINORS, 

contracts  by,  31,  260 
marriage  of,  52,  272 

MISJOINDER,  of  party  to  action,  413,  416,  419 

MISTAKE,  of  law  or  fact,  no  ground  for  impeaching  foreign  judgment, 
450-457 

MOVABLES  (^"Pbopkbtt.'') 

MUNICIPAL  LAW,  particular  application  of,  xxvii 

NATIONALITY, 
definition  o^  1 
distinct  from  domicil,  5,  8 
how  determined  by  the  common  law,  1 
how  modified  by  statute,  2-7 
of  children,  2,  4 
of  wives,  4 

on  cession  or  abandonment  of  territory,  6 
possibility  of  changing,  3-6 
Summary,  6 

NATURALIZATION  OP  ALIENS, 
former  legislation  on,  3 
statutes  regulating,  3-5 
privileges  conferred  by,  3,  4 
colonial,  4 

(See  Nationality.) 

NATURALIZATION  ACT  (33  &  84  Vict.  c.  14^  3 

NATURE  OF  IMMOVABLE  PROPERTY,  189 
(dee  "  Pbopkbtt.") 

NATURE  OF  MOVABLE  PROPERTY,  140, 170 
(See  "  Propkbtt.**) 

NAVIGATION  RULES  OP   MERCHANT   SHIPPING   ACTS, 
effect  of,  408 

NEXT  OP  KIN,  determined  by  lex  damicaU,  195 

NONJOINDER  OP  PARTY  TO  ACTJON,  413,  415,  419 
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NOTICE  OP  DISHONOUR,  what  snfflcicnt,  352 
(See  **  Bills  of  Exchavgb.") 

NOTICE  TO  DEFENDANT,  essential  to  validity  of  foreign  judg- 
ment, 457 

NOVATION,  diflcharge  of  oontuct  by,  384 

PACKED  PARCELS,  contract  by  railway  for  carriage  of,  374 

PARTIES,  to  action,  413 
(506  Pboobditbb.'O 

PERFORMANCE, 

of  contract,  369 
illegality  of,  288,  374 

PERSONS (iS«5  •'Nationalttt,''  "Domioil,"  "Capacity,"  "Status.") 
PERSONAL  EQUITY,  enables  Court  to  affect  foreign  land,  121-127 
PERSONAL  LAW,  dependent  on  domicil,  not  on  nadonality,  xxviii 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY  (See  «  Movablbs.") 

PERSONAL  STATUS  (See  "Status.") 

PLAINTIFF,  right  of,  to  sue,  414 

POWERS  OF  APPOINTMENT  BY  WILL,  how  to  be  executed,  188 

PRESCRIPTION 

as  to  immovablesr  142-145 
generally,  420 

PRESENTMENT  OF  BILL  OF  EXCHANGE,  sufficiency  of,  351-363 

PRIORITIES,  generally  matter  of  procedure  for  the  lex/ari^  221 

PRIVILEGIA,  57 

PROBATE,  183, 197 

(See  "  PtkOPBBTT  *'  (mova^ji).) 

PROBATE  AND  ADMINISTRATION  DUTY,  208 
(See  "  Pbopkbty  "  (movable).) 

PROCEDURE, 

generally  governed  by  lexforiy  412 
Parties  to  the  action,  413 

title  of  plaintiff,  414 

liability  of  defendant,  417 

liability  not  created  by  Uxfori^  418 
Time  within  which  action  must  be  brought,  420 

English  Statutes  of  Limitations,  423 
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PROCEDURE— «m/»ntie<i. 
Suit  and  Process,  424 

goverDed  by  lex  fori j  425 

set-off,  426 

execution,  428 
Eyidenoe,  431 
Proof  of  foreign  facts,  432 

foreign  documents,  433 

foreign  oostom,  438 

foreign  judgments,  434 

fimgn  law,  435 
Summary,  440 

PROCESS,  424 

(flee  "  PBoomouRE.") 

PROFITS  OF  FOREIGN  COMPANY,  not  liable  to  income  tax,  81-83 

PROHIBITION,  distingniahed  from  capacity,  30 

PROMISSORY  NOTE,  assignability  of,  360 
{See  "  Bills  of  Exohanob.") 

PROPERTY,  120-246 
(A.)  Immovable 

Jurisdiction  as  to,  120-138 

belongs  \/q  forum  situs,  121 

indirectly  assumed  by  English  Courts,  121 

where  there  is  an  equity  to  be  enforced,  121, 128 

arising  out  of  trust  or  contract,  127 

not  repugnant  to  lex  sihu,  183 

and  the  defendant  is  justiciable,  128 

jurisdiction  with  respect  to  torts  to,  134-137 

how  far  affected  by  abolition  of  venue,  137 

summary,  138 
Nature  of;  189 

depends  on  lex  situSy  139 

distinguished  from  movables  or  personalty,  140-142. 
Prescription  and  limitation  of,  142-146 

depend  upon  the  lex  situs,  142 

even  when  that  law  in  conflict  with  the  lex  fori,  144 
Liabilities  of,  146-151 

governed  by  lex  situs,  146 

even  against  the  lex  domicilii  of  a  testator,  146-148 

subject  to  equities  arising  out  of  testator's  intention, 
146-151 

Summary  of  incidents  relating  to,  151 
Transfer  of,  inter  vivos,  152-155 

governed  by  lex  situs,  152 

formalities  of,  153 

restraints  upon,  154 
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PROPERTT-^oon/tntMrf. 

Immoyablk — contin  u&i. 

Suooeasion  to,  by  will,  156 
governed  by  lex  ttfus,  155 
subject  to  equities  affecting  devisee,  155 
arising  out  of  testator's  intention,  156 
iBSue  not  directed  to  try  validity  of  will  of  foreign 

lands,  157 
foreign  lands  not  within  20  Sc  21  Yiot  c  77 ..  157 

Saocession  to  ab  intesUUo^  159 

requires  legitimacy  by  lex  tUtu  and  lex  domieiUi^  39, 

40,159 
governed  generally  by  lex  ntue^  160 
liabilities  depend  on  lex  sUug^  160, 161 
right  to  exoneration,  161 
obligation  of  foreign  heir  to  elect,  146,  155, 163 

Assignment  of^  on  faankruptoy,  165 

effect  of  English  Bankruptcy  Acts,  165, 166 
obligation  of  bankrupt  to  assign  foreign  land,  167 

Assignment  of,  on  marriage,  167 

lex  eituB  prevails  against  lex  domicUii^  168 

Alienation  of,  by  operation  of  law,  summary,  168 

(B.)  MOYABLK, 

Jurisdiction  as  to,  170 

chattels,  real  and  personal,  171 

movables  and  personalty  distinguished,  140, 170 

jurisdiction  from  actual  situation,  173 

Summary,  173 
Transfer  of,  inter  vivos,  174 

by  lex  loci  rei  aitm,  175, 179,  331-339 

effect  of  law  requiring  actual  delivery,  175, 176 

prohibition  of^  by  2fa;  loci  rei  eiUe,  176 

unsupported  by  lex  domicilii^  177 

creation  of  possessory  lien,  181 

Summary,  182 
Succession  to,  183-224 

by  will,  183 

ah  intestoUOf  194 

right  and  tiUe  of  personal  representative,  197 

probate  and  administration  duty,  208 

succession  and  legacy  duty,  212 

distribution  by  executors  and  administrators,  220 

Summary,  224 
Assignment  on  bankruptcy,  228 

effect  of  English  bankruptcy,  229 

essentials  of  jurisdiction,  230 

competing  with  foreign  process,  231 
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PROPERTY— con<tnM<;rf. 
Mo7ABLB— con^int^. 

Assignment  on  bankruptcy — continued. 

effect  of  foreign  bonkmptcy,  234 

title  of  assignees,  235 

distribution  of  assets,  237 

Summary,  238 
Assignment  on  marriage,  239 

governed  by  lex  domicilii^  240 

subject  to  subsequent  operation  of  lexforij  240 

agreement  and  intention  of  parties,  241,  248 

Summary,  245 

RAHj WAY,  foreign,  law  governing  journey  on,  288,  345 

REGISTRATION  OP  CONTRACT,  effect  of  necessity  for,  by  foreign 
law,  382 

RELEASE, 

by  executor  or  administrator,  206 
executed  according  to  kx  lociy  385 
of  surety,  883 

REMEDY, 

governed  by  lexforif  412 
(See  **  Pbockdubk.") 
measure  of,  witb  respect  to  torts,  399 

RENT-CHARGE,  on  foreign  land,  where  recoverable,  129 

RESIDENCE, 

to  affect  domicil,  must  be  permanent,  8,  15 
indicia  of,  13-21 
involuntary,  15,  29 

(See  "  DoMidL.") 
bond  fide,  insufficient  to  found  jurisdiction  for  divorce,  64,  65 

ROMAN  EMPIRE,  not  suited  to  development  of  international  law,  xxiii 

SALE  OP  IMMOVABLES,  162 

SALE  OF  MOVABLES,  174 
(See  "  Pbopkbtt/') 

SALE  OF  SHIP  OR  CARGO  IN  FOREIGN  PORT,  177,  331-339 

SCOTCH  PROBATES,  effect  of,  in  England,  204 

•  SERVICE  OP  WRIT, 

out  of  the  jurisdiction,  251 

on  foreign  corporation,  77 

on  head  officer  of  company,  76 

SET-OFF,  question  of  procedure  for  lex  fori,  350, 426 

2   M 
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SETTLEMENT, 

of  English  property,  governed  by  English  law,  173 

English,  governed  by  English  Uw,  243  I 

marriage,  generally  governed  by  law  of  matrimonial  domicil,  240  , 

SHIPMASTER, 

authority  of,  328,  836,  339 
discretion  of,  337 
contract  by,  314,  336 

SHIPOWNER,  liability  of,  for  master's  contracts,  314,  317,  338 

SLAVES,  contract  for  sale  of,  294 

SLAVE  TRADE,  not  piracy  by  law  of  nations,  294 

SMUGGLING,  contiact  in  aid  of,  290 

SOVEREIGNS,  FOREIGN, 

may  sue  in  English  Courts,  88-91 
represent  their  States,  88 
not  usually  given  costs,  89 
not  liable  to  be  sued,  92 
unless  privilege  waived,  93 
by  submission  to  the  jurisdiction,  94 
or  by  trading  as  private  person,  96 
or  in  a  private  capacity,  94 
or  in  respect  of  English  land,  97 
agent  or  trustee  of,  98,  99 
property  of,  not  liable  to  procedure  in  rom,  100 
independence  and  sovereignty  of^  is  for  the  Court's  judicial  cogni- 
zance, 102 
obligations  of,  when  litigant,  103 
Summary,  117 

SOVEREIGN  STATES, 
(See  "  Statbs.") 

SOVEREIGNTY,  ACTS  OP,  create  no  civil  rights,  103,  394 

STAMPS, 

on  contracts  and  other  instruments,  277,  279,  283 
on  bills  of  exchange,  286 

STATES, 

are  bodies  politic,  89 
and  persons  within  Judicature  Acts,  ib. 
may  sue  in  English  Courts,  90 
but  compiled  to  give  discovery,  91 
not  liable  to  be  sued,  92,  93 

unless  privilege  waived  by  trading  as  private  person,  95 
or  by  acquisition  of  English  land,  97 
or  by  acquiescence  in  the  jurisdiction,  92, 103 
agent  or  trustee  o^  98,  99, 114 
(and  see  **  Soyebbionb.") 
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STATUS, 

elements  of,  xxviii,  xzix,  1,  8 

civil  and  political,  8 

distingnished,  23 

of  foreign  guardians  and  curators,  35,  36 

judgment  on,  effect  of,  478 

STATUTE  OF  DISTBIBUTIONS,  legitimacy  under,  testod  hf  lex 
domicilii^  43, 195 

STATUTE  OP  FRAUDS,  matter  of  procedure  for  the  lex  fori,  277, 
432 

STATUTORY  DOMIOIL,  objections  to,  22-24 

SUCCESSION 

to  immovables  by  will,  155 

to  immovables  ab  intestato,  159 

to  movables  by  will,  183 

to  movables  cib  intestato,  194 

duty,  212 

rate  of,  depends  on  legitimacy  by  lex  domicilii^  43, 196 
imposed  without  reference  to  local  situation  of  estate,  212 
by  the  government  of  the  domicil,  212 
{See  "  Pbopbrty.") 

SURETY,  release  of,  383 

SYNDICS  OF  FOREIGN  BANKRUPT,  their  right  to  sue,  235,  415 

TITLE  TO  SUB, 

not  generally  affected  by  lex  forty  413 
of  administrator,  197 
of  assignee  of  chose  in  action^  235,  360 
of  syndics  of  foreign  bankrupt,  2^5,  415 

TORTS,  389,  411 

jurisdiction  over,  389 

to  foreign  land,  388 
measure  of  the  wrong  done,  393 

tested  by  lex/ori  and  lex  loci,  393 

wrong  criminal,  but  not  actionable  by  lex  lod,  396, 427 
measure  of  the  remedy,  399 

by  lex/ori,  400 

if  actionable  by  lex/ori,  401 

measure  of  damages,  402 

torts  on  high  seas,  403 
Summary,  410 

TRANSFER, 

of  immovables,  152 
of  movables,  174 

{See  "  Pbopbbtt;') 
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TRANSIT, 

complete,  necessary  to  a  change  of  domicil,  10, 12 

if  incomplete,  causes  domicil  of  origin  to  reverfti  10, 11 

(flee  **  DoMion*,"  ••  Abakdokmsht.'*) 
by  sea  and  land,  contract  for,  346 

TBANSITORT  ACTIONS,  natue  of,  249 

TRANSLATION, 

of  foreign  documents,  433 
of  wills,  201 

TRESPASS, 

to  foreign  land,  134,  889 
to  person,  392, 394 

TRUSTEES,  must  be  within  the  control  of  the  Court,  130 

TRUSTS,  ENGLISH,  successions  under,  liable  to  duty,  215 

TRUSTS, 

of  foreign  land,  not  enforceable,  180 

except  where  trustees  within  the  control  of  the  Court,  128, 130 

TUTORS,  foreign,  how  far  recognised  in  England,  85 

VENUE, 

origin  of,  249 
abolition  of,  255 

WILLS,  OF  IMMOVABLES, 
governed  by  lex  $itu$^  165 
subject  to  equities  affecting  devisee,  156 

validity  of,  not  directed  to  be  tried,  when  lands  without  the  juris- 
diction, 123 
(See  "  Pbopebtt  "  (nufOYABLE).) 

WILLS,  OF  MOVABLES,  183 
probate  of,  193 
interpretation  of,  191 
execution  of,  197 
duty  on,  208 
validity  of,  188-190 

(See  "  Pbopbbtt  *'  (moyablb).) 

YORK  AND  ANTWERP  RULES  OF  GENERAL  AVERAGE,  342 

not  generally  adopted  by  British  underwriters,  344 
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